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Executive Summary

This document profiles 125 fishing communities in Washington, Oregon, California, and two other U.S. states
with basic social and economic characteristics. Various federal statutes, including the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act of 1976 as amended and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as
amended, among others, require federal agencies to examine the social and economic impacts of policies and
regulations. These profiles can serve as a consolidated source of baseline information for assessing community
impacts in these states.

The profiles are provided in a narrative format with four sections: 1) People and Place, 2) Infrastructure, 3)
Involvement in West Coast Fisheries, and 4) Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries. Census place-level geographies
were used where possible to define communities, yielding 125 individual profiles.

“People and Place” includes information on location, demographics (including age and gender structure of the
population, racial, and ethnic make up), education, housing, and local history.

“Infrastructure” covers current economic activity, governance (including city classification, taxation, and
proximity to fisheries management and immigration offices), and facilities (transportation options and connectivity,
water and waste water, solid waste, electricity, schools, police, public accommodations, and ports).

“Involvement in West Coast Fisheries” and “Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries” detail community activities
in commercial (processing, permit holdings, and aid receipts), recreational, and subsistence fishing.

The community selection process assessed involvement in commercial fisheries using quantitative data from the
year 2000, in order to coordinate with 2000 U.S. Census data. Quantitative indicators looked at communities with
commercial fisheries landings (weight and value of landings, number of unique vessels delivering fish to a
community) and communities home to documented participants in the fisheries (state and federal permit holders and
vessel owners). Indicators were assessed in two ways, as a ratio to the community’s population and as a ratio of
involvement within a particular fishery. The ranked lists generated by these two processes were combined and
communities with scores one standard deviation above the mean were selected for profiling.

The Washington communities selected and profiled in this document are Aberdeen, Anacortes, Bay Center,
Bellingham, Blaine, Bothell, Cathlamet, Chinook, Edmonds, Everett, Ferndale, Fox Island, Friday Harbor, Gig
Harbor, Grayland, Ilwaco, La Conner, La Push, Lakewood, Long Beach, Lopez Island, Mount Vernon, Naselle, Neah
Bay, Olympia, Port Angeles, Port Townsend, Raymond, Seattle, Seaview, Sedro-Woolley, Sequim, Shelton, Silvana,
South Bend, Stanwood, Tacoma, Tokeland, Westport, and Woodinville.

The Oregon communities are Astoria, Bandon, Beaver, Brookings, Charleston, Clatskanie, Cloverdale, Coos Bay,
Depoe Bay, Florence, Garibaldi, Gold Beach, Hammond, Harbor, Logsdon, Monument, Newport, North Bend,
Pacific City, Port Orford, Reedsport, Rockaway Beach, Roseburg, Seaside, Siletz, Sisters, South Beach, Tillamook,
Toledo, Warrenton, and Winchester Bay.

The California communities are Albion, Arroyo Grande, Atascadero, Avila Beach, Bodega Bay, Corte Madera,
Costa Mesa, Crescent City, Culver City, Dana Point, Dillon Beach, El Granada, El Sobrante, Eureka, Fields Landing,
Fort Bragg, Half Moon Bay, Kneeland, Lafayette, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Los Osos, Marina, McKinleyville,
Monterey, Morro Bay, Moss Landing, Novato, Oxnard, Pebble Beach, Point Arena, Port Hueneme, Princeton, San
Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, San Pedro, Santa Ana, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, Sausalito, Seaside,
Sebastopol, Sunset Beach, Tarzana, Terminal Island, Torrance, Trinidad, Ukiah, Valley Ford, and Ventura.

Two of the selected communities are in other states: Pleasantville, New Jersey, and Seaford, Virginia.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Overview

This document profiles 125 communities significantly involved in commercial fisheries in the marine
environments of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, and California, including state and federally managed waters along
their coastlines. For the purposes of this project, these latter areas are collectively referred to as the West Coast,
indicative of the Pacific coastlines of Washington, Oregon, and California. The North Pacific refers to the marine
environs surrounding Alaska. In terms of fisheries management, the West Coast fisheries areas herein referred are
under the authority of the U.S. Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC). The U.S. North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (NPFMC) manages North Pacific areas.

To distinguish marine fishing areas of the West Coast from terrestrial coastal and inland areas of the
communities, inland areas are referred to as the Western States. Many residents of Western State communities
profiled participate in fisheries of the West Coast and the North Pacific, namely, the Bering Sea, the Aleutian Islands,
and the Gulf of Alaska. The community profiles contained within this document reflect this reality. This volume is
preceded by a document' that profiles Alaska communities involved in North Pacific fisheries.

1.1.1 Fishing Communities in Law and Policy

Several federal laws make clear the imperative for the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to consider
the human communities involved in fisheries.

National Standard 8 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA)
states:

Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation requirements of this
Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into account
the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to (A) provide for the sustained
participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic
impacts on such communities.

In addition, the National Environmental Policy Act requires that agencies assess impacts of major federal
actions on the environment, including the human environment. Typically, Environmental Assessments and
Environmental Impact Statements include a description of the social environment and an assessment of the impacts of
alternative policy choices on that environment.

Other laws and policies mandating attention to impacts on human communities include Executive Order
12898 on Environmental Justice, which directs agencies to assess impacts that may disproportionately affect low
income and minority populations; Executive Order 12866 on Regulatory Planning and Review, which requires
agencies to assess the costs and benefits of proposed regulations and alternatives; and the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(RFA) of 1980, which requires agencies to assess impacts of proposed policies on regulated small entities, such as
small businesses, organizations, and governmental jurisdictions as defined in the RFA and the Small Business Act.?

In order to facilitate implementation of these laws and improve available information on affected
communities, NMFS engaged in a nationwide effort to profile fishing communities. Analyses of social impacts often
use a geographic scale larger than the community, such as county or region, to analyze the data. These decisions are
generally due to the greater availability of data at these geographic levels, and because the resources are not available
to conduct analyses with finer geographical resolutions. Detailed analysis at the community level usually focuses on
those communities most likely to experience the most significant impacts—an approach that is appropriate given the
limited time allotted to most impact assessments. Thus there are dozens of communities that may be impacted by
policy matters that cannot be analyzed on an individual basis.

For the North Pacific, in addition to regional economic profiles® and detailed profiles of a subset of
communities most heavily involved in federal fisheries,* 136 Alaska communities involved in North Pacific fisheries
have been described at the community level.> For western states communities involved in fisheries, only county level



profiles are available,® and only West Coast (non-North Pacific) fishing is documented in those profiles. The profiles
given here may be particularly useful in providing basic information on fishing communities not included in existing
reports.

1.1.2 Fishing Community Profiles

The profiles of western states fishing communities in this document are part of the national endeavor, and
form the first phase of the Northwest Fisheries Science Center’s (NWFSC) efforts and the Alaska Fisheries Science
Center’s (AFSC) continuing efforts. The AFSC has already compiled 130 profiles including 136 Alaskan fishing
communities. Selected information from these profiles will be entered into the national database, along with
information from communities across the nation profiled by other NMFS fisheries science centers, which will be
updated on a regular basis.

Fisheries considered in these profiles include state and federal fisheries in commercial, recreational, and
subsistence sectors. In part this is because, from the perspective of a community dependent on or engaged in fishing,
whether a particular fishery is under state or federal jurisdiction is of less importance to the health and resilience of
the community than the strength and sustainability of the fishery itself. Furthermore it can be challenging to use
available databases to identify whether a documented fish delivery was taken under a state or federal fishery. This
occurs particularly where there are parallel seasons for the same species and gear types, and where much of the
available information concerning involvement in fisheries is not fishery-specific. This combined state and federal
approach is the recommended method for the national profiling project. NWFSC and AFSC profiles comply with the
larger effort.

The communities profiled were selected by a quantitative assessment method. This method was based on
commercial fisheries data because this is what was available in a usable and relatively consistent form. Recreational
and subsistence fishing may be of great importance socially, culturally, and economically to a community; therefore,
the profiles also include information on these fishing activities. In future efforts, indicators of recreational and
subsistence fisheries will be quantified and included in the selection process and maintained in the narrative where
practicable. Sportfishing selection criteria may include the number of sportfish charter boats operating or making
landings in a community and the number of sportfishing licenses sold in the community or held by residents.
Subsistence fishing selection criteria may include the percentage of local households participating in subsistence
fishing, making subsistence fishery landings, or using subsistence fishery resources.

1.1.3 Joint AFSC/NWFSC Community Profiles Justification

This document represents the outcome of a joint project between NWFSC and AFSC. All communities
profiled in this document are involved in either West Coast or North Pacific fisheries, and the majority is involved in
both. Because many communities involved in North Pacific fisheries are not located in Alaska, they were not
included in the AFSC’s earlier work to profile 136 Alaska fishing communities.

Similarly, Faces of the Fisheries, produced in 1994 by NPFMC, profiled communities in Alaska,
Washington, and Oregon and characterized their involvement in North Pacific commercial fisheries. Faces of the
Fisheries did not discuss the involvement of these communities, notably those in Oregon and Washington, in the
adjacent marine fisheries of the West Coast.

Therefore, this document includes communities outside Alaska, which were involved in the West Coast and
North Pacific fisheries, and represents communities in Washington (40 communities), Oregon (31), California (52),
New Jersey (1), and Virginia (1).

Taken together, AFSC’s Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries—Alaska’ and this document present
an enhanced update of Faces of the Fisheries. The two documents describe the links between Alaskan communities
and North Pacific fisheries, as well as western states communities and their involvement in both North Pacific and
West Coast fisheries.



1.2 Related Projects

Other NMFS regional offices and science centers are also in the process of profiling communities involved in
commercial fisheries. Nationally, NMFS has begun an effort to develop a model or set of statistical methodologies
that will aid in analyzing community data for profiling in all fisheries regions.

The profiling of communities involved in fishing is related to but not necessarily the same as the designation
of fishing communities according to MSFCMA definitions. NMFS social science staft are drafting the process for
designating MSFCMA fishing communities. It will likely bear similarities to the process used in this project to decide
which communities to profile, but will have differences. The results of the MSFCMA fishing communities
designation process may have an effect on which communities are selected for profiling when this document is
updated.

Finally, management councils, commissions, and other fisheries management and information groups have
undertaken a number of projects that involve narrative profiling of fishing communities. These include the 2004 West
Coast Marine Fishing Communities, completed at the county level by Jennifer Langdon-Pollock of the Pacific States
Marine Fisheries Commission (funded by NMFS and the PFMC); the 2001 New England s Fishing Communities by
Madeleine Hall-Arber et al. at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Sea Grant Program, funded by the Marine
Fisheries Initiative (MARFIN) of NMFS; the 2004 Mid-Atlantic Fishing Communities by Bonnie McCay et al.; the
Faces of the Fisheries produced by the NPFMC; and 2005’s Comprehensive Baseline Commercial Fishing
Community Profiles: Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove and Kodiak, Alaska, authored by EDAW and Northern Economics
Inc.

Notes

1. J.A. Sepez, B.D. Tilt, C.L. Package, H.M. Lazrus, I. Vaccaro. 2005. Community profiles for North Pacific fisheries-Alaska. U.S. Dept.
Commer., NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-AFSC-160.

2. Small businesses are defined in section 3 of the Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C, 632, and in the SBA’s regulations at 13 C.F.R. 121.201
(2002), 5 U.S.C. 601(3). Small organizations are any nonprofit enterprises independently owned and operated and not dominant in their fields
(for example, private hospitals and educational institutions), 5 U.S.C. 601(4). Small governmental jurisdictions are governments of cities,
counties, towns, townships, villages, school districts, or special districts with a population of less than 50,000. The size standard used by the
Small Business Administration to define small businesses varies by industry; however, the SBA uses a cutoff of fewer than 500 employees when
making an across-the-board classification. Quoted from the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Regulatory Flexibility Act
Procedures online at http://www.eeoc.gov/policy/regflexibilityact.html [accessed 30 April 2007].

3. Northern Economics Inc. and EDAW Inc. 2002. Sector and regional profiles of the North Pacific groundfish fisheries-2001. North
Pacific Fishery Management Council, Anchorage, AK. Online at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/misc_pub/misc_pub.htm [accessed 17April
2007].

4. Community level profiles are included in the Social Impact Assessment sections of various NMFS Environmental Impact Statements.
NOAA 2004 offers an example profile. See the NMFS Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Revised DRAFT Programmatic Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (September 2003) online at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/seis/intro.htm [accessed 17 April
2007] for an example profile.

5. See note 1.

6. J. Langdon-Pollock. 2004. West Coast marine fishing community descriptions. Online at http://www.psmfc.org/efin/docs/
communities_2004/communities_entirereport.pdf [accessed 26 February 2007].

7. See note 1.






2.0 Methods

The task of compiling a document about the communities involved in West Coast and North Pacific fisheries,
areas of vast scale and diversity, presented several methodological challenges. The complexity of describing
communities that may be active in these two regions, as well as in state and federally managed fisheries, is reflected in
the research methods used. In compiling profiles of communities, the goal has been to bring together data from
disparate sources in order to produce a document that can serve as baseline data for policy analysts, stakeholders, and
decision-makers, and a starting point for social scientists conducting more complex analytical research.

In this section the research methods, including the community selection process, data sources, and how the
data was treated, are explained in detail. In many cases, online data sources available to any researcher were used,
and these are cited in this section as endnotes or in the profiles themselves. In other cases, specific data requests were
made to management agencies in order to obtain the necessary information. Unless otherwise stated, all data pertains
to the year 2000, which is also the year for which U.S. Census socioeconomic information is available. This section
also discusses some of the methodological challenges confronted during the course of the project, and explains how
they were resolved.

2.1 Determining Fishing Dependence and Engagement

The joint Northwest Fisheries Science Center (NWFSC) and Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC) project
is an effort to profile communities significantly involved in commercial fisheries in the marine environs of Alaska,
Washington, Oregon, and California, including state and federally managed waters along the coastlines of these states.

As well as being selected on the basis of involvement in two different management regions, communities
were selected by two different measurements of fishery participation. These measurements are indicative of: 1) the
community’s dependence on fishing, and 2) the community’s engagement in a specific fishery. The selection process
represents both the AFSC and the NWFSC experimental approach towards quantifying fishing involvement; however,
it is not the only way of estimating participation nor is it the singular approach sanctioned by National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries. In effect, the project described here presents a means of quantifying
the legal language spelled out in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA):

The term “fishing community” means a community substantially dependent on or substantially engaged in
the harvest or processing of fishery resources to meet social and economic needs, and includes fishing vessel owners,
operators, and crew and United States fish processors that are based in such community. 16 U.S.C. 1802 §3 (16).

In this project, the terms “dependence” and “engagement” are quantitatively defined, and then used in the
community selection process for profile production. A community’s dependence on fishing is “a measure of the level
of participation in a fishery relative to other community activities, and relative to all other communities linked to
fishing in some way.” A community’s engagement in fishing is “a measure of the level of participation relative to the
overall level of participation in a fishery.”

Two approaches were used to measure levels of involvement in the region: 1) dependence on commercial
fisheries and 2) engagement in commercial fisheries. This definitional and methodological approach to “dependence”
and “engagement” was presented to social scientists from other National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) science
centers at a national meeting in New Orleans, Louisiana, in October 2004. In this study, dependence has been
determined through a comparison of community involvement in fishing to community population. Engagement is
determined by comparing indicators that measure a community’s participation in a fishery or fisheries relative to the
aggregate participation in a fishery or fisheries. Engagement refers to community participation by specific fishery,
which required the separation of data by fishery for each data element (e.g., weight or value of landings). In this case,
all landings made in a community are broken down by fishery, and the community’s relative involvement in a specific
fishery is measured.

The specific fisheries used to indicate engagement are different for the North Pacific and West Coast
fisheries, reflecting the diversity of the regions. For the North Pacific, the categories represent the major fisheries
management plan (FMP) categories of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) (crab, Bering Sea
and Aeutian Islands [BSAI] groundfish, Gulf of Alaska [GOA] groundfish, scallops), other major fisheries in Alaska



(halibut, herring, salmon), and all remaining fisheries in Alaska divided between finfish and shellfish (other finfish,
other shellfish). For the West Coast, the conventions followed are those used in the Pacific Fisheries Information
Network (PacFIN) database, the primary data source for commercial fishing data. PacFIN uses Federal Management
Groups to sort species into eight species categories: coastal pelagic, crab, groundfish, highly migratory species,
salmon, shellfish, shrimp, and other species. These categories are further broken down by state to specify state
management of each species. Data related to the federally managed groundfish fishery was included as a separate
category as well.

Determining fishing dependence and engagement involves considering multiple dimensions of fishing
history, infrastructure, specialization, social institutions, gentrification trends, and economic characteristics. Due to
the limitations of available data, the quantitative measurements of dependence and engagement have been based only
on data about commercial fish landings, permit holdings, and vessel ownership for the West Coast and North Pacific
fisheries. However, recognizing that such indicators only provide a partial picture of fishing involvement, historical,
demographic, and other qualitative information have been included in the narrative profiles. Importantly, while each
community profile is intended to stand alone, fishing communities are not economic or social isolates but contributors
to regional (and often international) networks of labor pools, marine services, fisheries knowledge, and other
socioeconomic phenomena.'

2.2 Selection of Communities for Profiling

Hundreds of communities in U.S. western states and other areas participate in commercial fishing off the
coasts of Washington, Oregon, California, and Alaska, and would be worthy of profiles reflecting their involvement.
Nevertheless, in any large scale analysis, time and budgets are inevitably constrained. The profiles presented here
required a defensible methodological approach to limiting their numbers.

Use of a quantitative selection process reduced the communities to be profiled to a more manageable number.
The profiled communities are those that demonstrated the highest involvement in commercial fisheries relative to the
others. An array of quantitative indicators based on permit and landings data from the year 2000 were used to
measure a variety of types of involvement in West Coast and North Pacific fisheries.

According to the MSFCMA, a fishing community is a place-based community “substantially dependent on or
substantially engaged in the harvest or processing of fishery resources to meet social and economic needs, and
includes fishing vessel owners, operators, and crew and United States fish processors.”> While this definition
includes commercial, recreational, and subsistence fishing, data on recreational and subsistence fishing were not
consistently available for all states and therefore could not be incorporated in the community selection process.
Communities were selected on the basis of their involvement with commercial fishing only. Information on
recreational and subsistence fisheries was added to the community narratives wherever possible given the availability
of relevant data. In the selection process, however, the indicators referred entirely to dependence and engagement in
commercial fishing.

The community selection process used up to 92 quantitative indicators of commercial fishing involvement in
the West Coast and the North Pacific. The 92 indicators include information specific to state and federally managed
commercial fisheries, across various species and different types of involvement in those fisheries, for Alaska,
Washington, Oregon, and California. The indicators showed communities that have landings in different commercial
fisheries and communities that are home to vessel owners as well as state and federal permit holders. Additional data,
which could not be included in the selection process for a variety of reasons, were included in the community profiles
themselves (detailed in subsection 2.4).

Datasets were selected on the basis of availability and informational value. The community selection process
used indicators chosen from all available datasets to best indicate a high level of involvement in commercial fisheries.
One of the difficult aspects of interpreting the huge amount of data obtained was analyzing all the indicator values
simultaneously. Analyzing one indicator at a time make ranking simple; greater values imply greater involvement.
However, when considering multiple indicators, determinations must be made on how to weight and aggregate the
level of involvement across all the indicators to gauge total involvement. Although this is a daunting and complex
task, it was important to consider the full range of involvement in fisheries simultaneously. By doing so, communities



that do not stand out in any one particular area (indicator value) but are actively engaged in a broad range of fishing
activities were not overlooked.

For this reason, a quantitative selection process based on Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) was developed.
DEA is a mathematical programming technique that allows the comparison of multivariate data from several entities
(here, communities) and ranking of each entity relative to one another. In this context, the ranking was based on
involvement in fisheries, which was represented by the various indicators already compiled. Two separate DEA
models were constructed to rank communities according to two different set of indicators. The first model ranked
communities according to dependence; the second model generated rankings based on engagement (as explained in
more detail in subsection 2.3).

The results of each model included a score for each community in the analysis.> The scores ranged between
zero and one, with one being the highest possible score (indicating higher dependency on or engagement in fishing),
and zero being the lowest possible score (indicating lower dependency on or engagement in fishing). The
communities were then ranked in descending order to generate a list of communities that were dependent or engaged
in commercial fishing to varying degrees.

The second step in the selection process determined the break point for the most dependent or engaged
communities, which would subsequently be profiled. The first step was to compute the mean and standard deviation
for each set of model results (scores). All communities whose score was one standard deviation (SD) or more above
the mean were selected for profiling. This threshold was selected not for theoretical reasons, but for practical
purposes. It produced a list of communities of manageable size which, given the time and budget limitations of the
project, had been estimated at between 100 and 150 communities.

The process identified 125 communities outside of Alaska. Alaska communities were not considered because
they had already been selected and profiled by the AFSC.* Policy needs of the Southwest Fisheries Science Center
(SWEFSC) dictated certain centers of fisheries landings be included in the West Coast analysis. These communities
were: Chinook, Ilwaco, and Westport in Washington; Monterey, Moss Landing, Port Hueneme, San Pedro, Santa
Barbara, Terminal Island, and Ventura in California; and Astoria in Oregon. Nevertheless, all community profiles
specifically requested by the SWFSC appeared in the DEA model, and had scores equal to or greater than one
standard deviation above the mean. This meant these communities would have been selected in any event, given the
approach to analysis ultimately used.

2.2.1 Census Place-level Communities and Noncensus Place-level Communities

The place based, community level focus of this project makes it unique among comprehensive documents on
fishing participation along the West Coast; however, it is not always clear what qualifies as a community and what are
a community’s boundaries. Generating a list of eligible communities generally started with those localities listed as
such in the various databases supplied to us by commercial fisheries data sources, including Alaska Department of
Fish and Game (ADF&G), Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC), NMFS Alaska Regional Office,
NMFS AFSC, NMFS Headquarters, PacFIN and the various state agencies which supply PacFIN with its data,
including the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW), and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).

For profiling purposes, any location that the 2000 U.S. Census treats as a “place” was generally treated as a

community. A place was either an incorporated community, or a “census-designated place” (CDP) for unincorporated
areas recognized as place level communities by the U.S. Census. Twenty-two profiled communities (18%) are
exceptions to this rule; these communities are noted in Table 1. The communities were included for a variety of
reasons which pertained to their level of involvement in fishing.

Profiling a community not described as a “place” by the U.S. Census proved to be a somewhat difficult task.
There are numerous reasons a community was included despite a lack of “place” recognition by the U.S. Census.
Including these communities required different approaches to obtain demographic information. Communities
profiled were either simply excluded as places by the U.S. Census or because they existed as communities within
larger CDPs. These communities were termed “nested, place-based communities” and the organization of their
demographic information was on an ad hoc basis. Most of the details of that process are described in Appendix B:
Place-based Communities.



Table 1. Non-CDP communities.

Non-CDPs State Basis for profile

Albion CA High dependence score

Avila Beach CA High dependence score

Fields Landing CA High dependence score

Kneeland CA High dependence score

Los Osos CA High combined engagement score
Pebble Beach CA High combined engagement score
Princeton CA High dependence score

San Pedro CA High dependence score

Sunset Beach CA High combined engagement score
Tarzana CA High combined engagement score
Terminal Island CA High dependence score

Valley Ford CA High dependence score
Charleston OR High combined engagement score
Hammond OR High dependence score

Logsden OR High dependence score

South Beach OR High dependence score

La Push WA High dependence score

Lopez Island WA High combined engagement score
Seaview WA High dependence score
Sedro-Woolley WA High combined engagement score
South Bend WA High combined engagement score
Seaford VA High combined engagement score

2.2.2 Port Group Communities

It is important to note many communities in this document are very intertwined socially and economically
with neighboring communities. It is also the case that community boundaries are defined and recognized differently
by different agencies and in different situations. Two of the most important data sources, the U.S. Census and
PacFIN, did not always correspond in their treatment of intertwined communities. In some instances, the U.S. Census
gives place level information for a community that PacFIN has associated to a port group. PacFIN uses the aggregate
level of port group for reporting data from clusters of small communities (see Table 2). By aggregating landings data,
information can be reported that would otherwise remain confidential because of the few numbers recorded for each
community.

Some indicator data, however, involved self-reported information or data obtained directly from state
management agencies (e.g., WDFW, ODFW, and CDFG) and linked fishing activities to specific communities within
PacFIN’s port groups. For example, the value of fish landings for the community of South Bend, Washington,
actually included the value of all landings in the Willapa Bay port group, including the communities of Bay Center,
Nahcotta, Naselle, Raymond, and Tokeland, and were reported as such and subsequently used in this aggregate form.
Nevertheless, data was also used on the residences of fishing vessel owners, 21 of whom listed their home addresses
in South Bend (see the South Bend community profile). For this reason, many communities for which landings are
reported in aggregate form still appear as individual communities in other indicator categories.

2.2.3 Community Locations

A distinguishing feature of the joint project between the NWFSC and the AFSC is the multiregional
approach. Accounting for participation in both the West Coast and North Pacific marine regions illustrated how
interconnected these fishery management zones are for western communities. The research jurisdictions of three
fisheries science centers are encompassed by the project: AFSC, NWFSC, and SWFSC. Communities in each region
may be involved in fishing in other regions. For example, many vessels that fish in the North Pacific are owned by
residents of Washington, Oregon, and California. Likewise, many fishermen and crew members living in these states
hold North Pacific permits. This multiregionalism is an important part of the fishing strategy for many western



Table 2. Port groups and communities. Italics indicate a community was selected for profiling as a place named in the data by the

method described above.

Port group (identifier)

Communities

Other North Puget Sound ports
(ONP)

Grays Harbor ports (GRH)
Willapa Bay ports (WLB)
Other Washington Coastal ports
(OWC)

Ilwaco/Chinook (LWC)

Other Columbia River ports
(OCR)

Tillamook/Garibaldi (TLL)
Charleston/Coos Bay (COS)
Other Humboldt County ports
(OHB)

Other Mendicino County ports
(OMD)

Other Sonoma and Marin County
Outer Coast ports (OSM)

Other San Francisco Bay and San
Mateo County ports (OSF)

Princeton/Half Moon Bay (PRN)
Other Santa Cruz and Monterey
County ports (OCM)

Other San Luis Obispo County
ports (OSL)

Other Los Angeles and Orange
County ports (OLA)

Coupeville, Deer Harbor, Point Roberts, Stanwood, West Beach, Whidbey Island

Aberdeen, Bay City, Hoquiam, Oakville,

Bay Center, Nahcotta, Naselle, Raymond, South Bend, Tokeland

Grayland, Grayland Beach, Hoh, Kalaloch, Long Beach, Moclips, Queets, Quillayute,
Taholah,

Chinook, Ilwaco, Skamokawa

Altoona, Brookfield, Camas, Carrolls, Cathlamet, The Dalles, Frankfort, Gray’s Bay,
Kalama, Kelso, Longview, Megler, Pacific County, Pillar Rock, Puget Island, Ridgefield,
Skamania, Stella, Vancouver, Washougal, Woody Island

Garibaldi, Tillamook

Charleston, Coos Bay

Arcata, Blue Lake, Carlotta, Crannel, Ferndale, Fortuna, Garberville, Honeydew,
Humboldt, King Salmon, Loleta, McKinleyville, Miranda, Moonstone Beach, Orick,
Petrolia, Ruth, Scotia, Shelter Cove, Weott

Almanor, Anchor Bay, Caspa, Elk, Little River, Medocino, Ukiah, Westport, Willits

Bolinas, Cloverdale, Corte Madera, Dillon Beach, Drakes Bay, Forest Knolls, Greenbrae,
Guerneville, Hamlet, Healdsburg, Inverness, Jenner, Kentfield, Marconi, Marshall, Mill
Valley, Millerton, Muir Beach, Nicasio, Novato, Occidental, Petaluma, Rohnert Park, San
Quentin, San Rafael, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, Sonoma, Stewarts Point, Stinson Beach,
Tiburon, Windsor

Alamo, Albany, Alviso, Antioch Bridge, Antioch, Benicia, Bird Landing, Brentwood,
Burlingame, Campbell, China Camp, Collinsville, Concord, Crockett, Daly City,
Danville, El Cerrito, El Sobrante, Emeryville, Fairfield, Farallone Island, Foster City,
Fremont, Glen Cove, Hayward, Lafayette, Livermore, Los Altos, Los Gatos, Martinez,
Martins Beach, McNears Point, Moss Beach, Mountain View, Napa, Newark, Oakley,
Pacifica, Palo Alto, Pescadero, Pigeon Point, Pinole, Pittsburg, Pleasant Hill, Pleasanton,
Point Montara, Point San Pedro, Port Costa, Redwood City, Rio Vista, Rockaway Beach,
Rodeo, San Bruno, San Carlos, San Francisco area, San Jose, San Leandro, San Mateo,
South San Francisco, Suisun City, Sunnyvale, Vacaville, Vallejo, Walnut Creek,
Yountville

Half Moon Bay, Princeton

Aptos, Big Sur, Capitola, Carmel, Davenport, Felton, Fort Ord, Freedom, Gilroy,
Hollister, Lucia, Marina, Mill Creek, Monterey, Morgan Hill, Pacific Grove, Pebble
Beach, Point Lobos, Salinas, San Juan Bautista, Seaside, Soquel, Watsonville, Willow
Creek

Arroyo Grande, Atascadero, Baywood Park, Cambria, Cayucos, Grover City, Nipomo,
Oceano, Paso Robles, Pismo Beach, San Luis Obispo, San Miguel, San Simeon, Shell
Beach

Alhambra, Anaheim, Avalon, Balboa, Beaumont, Bell Gardens, Bloomington,
Capistrano, Carson, Catalina Island, Chatsworth, Corona Del Mar, Costa Mesa, Covina,
El Segundo, Elsinore, Fountain Valley, Fullerton, Gardena, Glendale, Granada Hills,
Harbor City, Hawaiian Gardens, Hermosa Beach, Huntington Beach, Inglewood, Irvine,
La Canada, Laguna, Lancaster, Los Alamitos, Los Angeles Area, Los Angeles, Lynwood,
Malibu, Manhattan Beach, Mission Viejo, Newhall, Norco, Norwalk, Ocean Park,
Ontario, Orange, Pacific Palisades, Paramount, Pasadena, Playa Del Ray, Point Dume,
Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Reseda, Riverside, San Bernardino, San
Clemente, Santa Ana, Santa Monica, Seal Beach, South Gate, Sunset Beach, Topanga
Canyon, Torrance, Upland, Venice, Vernon, Walnut, West Los Angeles, Westminster,
Whittier




communities. However, it is not strongly bidirectional. In other words, while residents of many West Coast
communities fish both the West Coast and North Pacific, few residents of Alaska communities fish the West Coast.

The vast majority of fishing communities involved in West Coast and North Pacific commercial fisheries are
located in the coastal states contiguous to the waters that support the fisheries. However, residents of non-Western,
non-Alaska communities also participate in West Coast and North Pacific fisheries, and these communities were
considered in the selection analysis. For two of these communities, Seaford, Virginia, and Pleasantville, New Jersey,
their engagement in a particular fishery was significant enough to trigger selection through the DEA model.

2.3 Indicators, DEA, and the Community Selection Process

The first step in profiling communities was to assemble a comprehensive list of communities which were,
through indicator data, linked to the commercial fisheries of the North Pacific and the West Coast. A community
could be home, for example, to just one individual who held a West Coast salmon permit during the year 2000, and
the community would therefore appear in the initial analysis. Since communities located in Alaska had previously
been analyzed and profiled by the AFSC document, they were excluded. The initial analysis produced a list of 1,560
communities.

Once the community list was assembled, an appropriate methodology was used to rank order the 1,560
communities based on a level of involvement in West Coast and North Pacific fisheries. One important consideration
in model selection was a desire to simultaneously consider a wide range of indictors of fishery participation. These
indicators had been selected on the basis of availability, informational value, and consistency across all states.® The
result was 92 different indicators of participation in commercial West Coast and North Pacific fisheries. One
framework that would accommodate the large number of variables and generate the rank-ordering results desired was
Data Envelopment Analysis. DEA is an established analytical method that easily handles a broad range of variables
simultaneously.

DEA is a nonparametric approach used to compare entities in various ways. Entities being compared are
assumed to use “inputs” (in this application, the community population) to create “outputs” (fishery involvement).
Fortunately this method does not require that the nature of the structural relationship between inputs and outputs be
specified, which allows for flexibility in the estimation of a frontier of fisheries participation. This frontier represents
the greatest level of outputs (highest levels of the fishing involvement) from the set of communities.

DEA produces an efficient frontier based on multiple quantitative indicators; proximity to that frontier
presents a means of comparing each community to the most heavily involved community (based on the full set of
indicators) (See figure on next page and Table 3). Communities that lie along or close to the frontier have
demonstrated strong participation according to the 92 indicators. Regardless of a community’s score either for
dependence or engagement in West Coast or North Pacific fisheries, the amount of attention devoted to profiling the
particular community was not affected. All communities, once selected through the rank ordering of their DEA
scores, were given the same treatment in the narrative profiles.

The distance of each community to the frontier is represented by an efficiency score that is calculated by the
model, and that score ranges from zero to one. The score is calculated for each community by weighting each of their
fishing involvement indictors in a way that maximizes their efficiency score. Thus the analysis generates a score for
each community by putting the most weight on those indicators that are favorable for each community (i.e.,
indicatorvalues for which each community has a relative advantage). This aspect of the model helps us avoid making
subjective decisions regarding the relative importance of different types of involvement that may increase one
community’s score but lower another’s.

2.3.1 Dependence Model

Given the interest in considering fishing engagement and dependence separately, two separate runs of the
DEA model were implemented, of which both were output oriented. The single input specified in the dependence
model was the population’ of each community, and the outputs were given by counts within each indicator category.
For example, for the community of Cathlamet, Washington, the input was a population of 565, and outputs were
counts in the number of West Coast fisheries permits held, number of fishing vessels owned by Cathlamet
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Graphic representation of the DEA fisheries involvement frontier. The value P, with a relatively low
DEA score, therefore appears distant from the frontier for all data. The point P prime appears on the
same line, but directly on the frontier, indicating that it scored highly for a single indicator or combination
of indicators.

Table 3. Place classification schemes used in Washington, Oregon, and California.

State

Place classification scheme

Washington

Oregon

California

a) A first class city has a population of 10,000 or more at the time of organization or reorganization
that has adopted a charter or home rule (10 in the state).

b) A second class city has a population more than 1,500 at the time of organization or reorganization
that does not have a city charter and does not operate as a code city under the optional municipal
code (15 in the state).

¢) A town has a population of less than 1,500 at the time of its organization and does not operate
under the optional municipal code (75 in the state).

d) The Optional Municipal Code (Title 35A RCW) was created in 1967 and provides an alternative
to the basic statutory classification system of municipal government. It was designed to provide
broad statutory home rule authority in matters of local concern. Any unincorporated area having a
population of at least 1,500 may incorporate as an optional municipal code or “code city,” and any
city or town may reorganize as a code city. Optional municipal code cities with populations more
than 10,000 may also adopt a charter (180 code cities in the state).

Communities are designated as either incorporated or unincorporated, with no distinctions between
types of incorporated cities. Throughout the state there are 240 incorporated cities, of which 2 are
officially designated as ghost towns. Most of incorporated cities are “full service” municipalities,
offering a full range of municipal services. A few may not have police or fire services, for example,
and these are provided by special arrangements with the county or neighboring towns.

There are two kinds of cities: charter cities and general law cities (105 of California’s 477 total
cities are charter cities). General law cities and jurisdictions are also known as the “home rule”
option; both cities and counties have this option.

Charter cities are governed by the provisions of their own adopted charter unless the state has stated
specifically that its laws take precedence. General law cities are governed under the California
Government Code. San Francisco is an exception as it is both a county and city government
because the city comprises the entire county. It is also possible for communities and areas to be
unincorporated.
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residents, number of North Pacific fishing permits held by Cathlamet residents, and the number of North Pacific
fishing vessel owners residing in Cathlamet. All of these outputs put Cathlamet up at the frontier of the model, giving
it a DEA score in terms of fishing dependence of 1.000.

More specifically, in determining dependence, aggregated tallies of activity in all species categories were
used and indicators were not broken down by specific fishery. Sixteen indicators representing fishing dependence
were run through the DEA model to create an output list of 1,560 communities in multiple states. For each of the
following five data types, two (or in the case of permit data, more than two) indicators represent participation in West
Coast and North Pacific fisheries, resulting in the total of 16 indicators of fishery dependence (as specified in each of
the 16 statements under the five data categories below):

1. Pounds of fish landed in the community. Equivalent weight of landings in metric tons of West Coast fish
landed in the community. Metric tons of North Pacific fish landed in the community.

2. Value of fish landed in the community. Value in U.S. dollars of West Coast fish landed in the community.
Value in U.S. dollars of North Pacific fish landed in the community.

3. Vessels delivering to the community. Number of unique vessels that made deliveries to the community as
their primary port for landings and were involved in West Coast fisheries. Number of unique vessels that
made deliveries to the community as their primary port for landings and were involved in North Pacific
fisheries.

4. Permits by community. Number of permits for West Coast fisheries registered to individuals residing in the
community. Number of permits for North Pacific fisheries registered to individuals residing in the
community. Number of individuals who hold federal permits for West Coast fisheries. Number of
individuals who hold federal permits for North Pacific fisheries. Number of North Pacific halibut individual
fishing quotas (IFQs) registered to individuals residing in the community. Number of North Pacific sablefish
IFQs registered to individuals residing in the community. Number of individuals who hold state permits for
West Coast fisheries. Number of individuals who hold state permits for North Pacific fisheries.

5. Number of fishing vessels owned by residents of the community. Number of vessels owned by individuals
residing in the community that were involved in West Coast fisheries. Number of vessels owned by
individuals residing in the community that were involved in North Pacific fisheries.

2.3.2 Engagement Model

In the engagement model, per capita comparisons were not desired so all input values for each community
were normalized to one. In addition, rather than specifying the participation of communities in various categories in
counts, each community’s share of each indicator value (e.g., the share of landings in the salmon fisheries comprised
by residents of a given community) using catch and permit data for the West Coast and North Pacific fisheries was
examined.

Specifically, each data element was broken down by specific fishery to illustrate the importance of a
particular community’s participation in that fishery relative to the participation of other communities. The 92
indicators representing fishing engagement were run through the DEA model to create an output list of 1,764
communities in multiple states. For each of the following three data types, several indicators from the West Coast and
North Pacific represent participation in the regions’ fisheries resulting in the 92 indicators of fishery engagement (as
specified below):

1. Total value of fish landed in the community by fishery. West Coast fisheries: coastal pelagic, crab,
groundfish, highly migratory, salmon, shellfish, shrimp, and other species. North Pacific fisheries: crab,
BSAI groundfish, GOA groundfish, halibut, herring, salmon, shellfish, and other finfish.

2. Permits by fishery. Number of permits held for West Coast fisheries by community and fishery: federal
groundfish, Oregon coastal pelagic, Oregon crab, Oregon groundfish, Oregon highly migratory species,
Oregon salmon, Oregon shellfish, Oregon shrimp, Oregon other species, Washington coastal pelagic,
Washington crab, Washington groundfish, Washington salmon, Washington shellfish, Washington shrimp,
Washington other species, California coastal pelagic, California crab, California groundfish, California highly
migratory, California salmon, California shrimp, and California other species.
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Number of permits or quota shares held for North Pacific fisheries by community and fishery: American
Fisheries Act (AFA) catcher/processor permits, AFA catcher vessel permits, high seas fishing compliance act
permits, crab License Limitation Program (LLP) permits, federal fisheries permits (FFPs), groundfish LLP
permits, scallop LLP permits, halibut IFQ quota shares, sablefish IFQ quota shares, Commercial Fisheries
Entry Commission (CFEC) crab permits, CFEC other finfish permits, CFEC Gulf of Alaska (GOA)
groundfish permits, CFEC BSAI groundfish permits, CFEC halibut permits, CFEC herring permits, CFEC
salmon permits, CFEC scallop permits, and CFEC shellfish permits.

Number of individuals holding North Pacific permits or quota shares by community and fishery: number of
owners of North Pacific AFA catcher/processor permits who reside in the community, number of owners of
North Pacific AFA catcher vessel permits who reside in the community, number of holders of North Pacific
high-seas fishing compliance act permits who reside in the community, number of holders of North Pacific
FFPs or crab or groundfish LLPs who reside in the community, number of holders of North Pacific halibut
IFQ quota shares who reside in the community, number of holders of North Pacific sablefish IFQ quota shares
who reside in the community, and number of holders of North Pacific scallop LLPs who reside in the
community.

3. Total number of fishing vessels owned by community and fishery. Vessels participating in West Coast
fisheries by vessel owner residence and fishery: federal groundfish, Oregon coastal pelagic, Oregon crab,
Oregon groundfish, Oregon highly migratory species, Oregon other species, Oregon salmon, Oregon
shellfish, Oregon shrimp, Washington coastal pelagic, Washington crab, Washington groundfish, Washington
other species, Washington salmon, California coastal pelagic, California crab, California other species,
California salmon, and California shrimp. Vessels participating in North Pacific fisheries by vessel owner
residence and fishery: crab, BSAI groundfish, finfish, GOA groundfish, halibut, herring, salmon, shellfish,
and scallops.

The most striking examples to emerge from the model were Seaford, Virginia, and Pleasantville, New Jersey.
While it may be surprising to consider East Coast coastal communities as worthy of profiles in a document aimed at
the fisheries of the North Pacific and West Coast, these communities appear due to the means by which engagement in
Pacific fisheries was methodologically conceptualized. In terms of connections to the North Pacific and West Coast
fisheries, these communities are exclusively linked to the North Pacific scallop fishery. Because this fishery is small
in terms of the numbers of people involved, and because it is relatively tightly controlled, the reach of its value is
particularly apparent in these two Eastern seaboard communities. While they are not dependent on the North Pacific
scallop fishery for the bulk of their livelihoods, as their profiles attest, the scallop fishery may in fact be dependent
upon the engagement of these two communities for its existence as a fishery as opposed to simply an unutilized
population of shellfish. As social scientists have observed, a fishery is as much defined by the human beings who are
engaged in it as it is by the fish.?

2.3.3 DEA Results

The engagement and dependence models yielded a ranked list of 1,764 communities with multiple scores for
West Coast fishery dependence, North Pacific fishery dependence, combined West Coast and North Pacific
dependence, and engagement for each fishery region independently as well as engagement for both regions combined.
Scores generated from the model ranged from 0.0016 to 1.0000. The communities were located in 48 states (except
Alabama and North Dakota). The mean score of all communities was 0.0870 for the dependence based DEA model
with a SD of 0.1948, reflecting combined dependence on West Coast and North Pacific fisheries.

In the engagement based version of the DEA model, two sets of results were considered. The first was
engagement in the combined fisheries of the West Coast and North Pacific, while the second was West Coast only.
The results for engagement in the combined fisheries of the West Coast and North Pacific presented a mean score of
0.0699, and a SD equal to 0.1652. A second run of the model resulted in a DEA mean score for West Coast-only
fisheries engagement of 0.0853, and a SD of 0.1809. Engagement results solely for North Pacific fisheries were not
considered, since these communities were likely covered in the excluded Alaska profiles.

The 125 selected communities (those above mean +1 SD) included 18 communities with scores of 1.000.
There were six Washington communities (Bellingham, Blaine, Cathlamet, Seattle, Tokeland, and Westport), three
Oregon communities (Astoria, Newport, and Port Orford), and nine California communities (Bodega Bay, Crescent
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City, Fields Landing, Fort Bragg, Moss Landing, San Diego, San Pedro, Santa Barbara, and Terminal Island). The
median score of selected communities was 0.4065, and the lowest was 0.2353. The mean was 0.5442.

2.4 Site Visits

The predecessor and template for this document is the AFSC document Community Profiles for North Pacific
Fisheries—Alaska.’ In both the Alaska and Western states profiling process, small and large communities were
selected for short-term research site visits by research team members. In selecting the communities, the joint AFSC/
NWEFSC research team used state boundaries as regional partitions. Site visit selections were based on regional and
community size considerations and to represent as much diversity as possible among visited communities. Additional
selection parameters included fisheries involvement, accessibility, and size diversity.! Communities from each of the
three major West Coast states were selected for site visits: Chinook, Friday Harbor, Ilwaco, and Seattle for
Washington; Astoria, Coos Bay, Port Orford, and Warrenton for Oregon; and San Diego, Moss Landing, and San
Pedro for California.

The regional approach employed in site visits for Alaska communities and western state communities is
beneficial in that it divides broad study areas into manageable pieces.!! Selected communities, however, are not
intended to be representative of other, neighboring communities. As noted in a site selection discussion in a recent
academic article by AFSC and NWFSC staff, “such case studies are thus limited to being an example rather than
being exemplary of other communities in the state or region.”'? In future efforts to research the communities profiled
herein, established methodologies could be employed in selecting representative communities for more intensive field
visits.!?

2.5 Profile Structure and Sources

Each community profile contains four sections: 1) People and Place, 2) Infrastructure, 3) Involvement in West
Coast Fisheries, and 4) Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries. In general, People and Place describes the location,
history, and basic demographic structure of the community. Infrastructure provides a view of the current economic
situation, governance structure, and community facilities. Involvement in West Coast Fisheries and Involvement in
North Pacific Fisheries detail the nature and level of community involvement in commercial and sportfishing for both
regions separately. Subsistence fishing information, where available, is described in the Involvement in West Coast
Fisheries subsection.

What follows is a description of how data was compiled and used to assemble narrative socioeconomic
profiles for the 125 selected fishing communities. Several data elements pertaining to fisheries common to all
communities involved in West Coast and North Pacific fisheries were used as fishing indicators in the quantitative
community selection process. Fishing data and other information came from Alaska, Washington, Oregon, and
California agencies, PacFIN, NMFS, other agencies and organizations, and from site visits to a limited number of
communities. For each data element used to describe community involvement in West Coast and North Pacific
fisheries, the following provides a definition, description of the data availability and sources, and an explanation of
the purpose and usefulness. Also discussed are some of the methodological challenges encountered and how they
were resolved.

2.5.1 People and Place

The intent was to situate each community in time and space by providing information on the current condition
of the community and on its historical development. Each community is first described in terms of geographic
location'* and demographics, followed by a brief account of local history. Data came from the U.S. Census Bureau'?
and official city Web sites, as well as scholarly and popular works.

The depth of existing information at the community level was highly variable. Much information is
available, for example, about urban centers and most towns, while information about smaller and more remote
communities is scarcer. This is reflected in the level of detail provided in the history and development of each
community. For insight into the demographic composition of the communities, all profiles report the population, a
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short demographic evolution when possible, the gender structure, median age, educational attainment, racial and
ethnic composition, and how many residents were foreign-born. Some profiles have additional information if it
helped illustrate the character of the community, such as age structure, percentage of individuals living in family

households,'® and ancestry.

To compile brief accounts of local history, information was taken from relevant Web sites and print material,
and cross checked for verification between multiple sources. Where available, full accounts of the development and
evolution of the local fishing industry is supplied and regional characteristics are noted. Where there was a lack of
historical information, the best possible illustration of a community’s origins was given but may not adequately
portray its past. In a few cases community history has been reported at the county level because of a lack of more
detailed local information.

2.5.2 Infrastructure

The infrastructure section is an overview of the economic, governmental, and physical infrastructure that
supports the community. The description of the current economy is useful for understanding where fishing stands in
relation to other economic opportunities in a community, and predicting how a community might be affected by a
change in fishing patterns. Physical infrastructure—as the foundation for supporting economic and social activities—
is also indicative of how a community may respond to economic, regulatory, or environmental change.

Economic information includes major businesses and employers in the community, the employment structure,
information about community members’ reliance on subsistence, per capita income, median household income,
percent of the population below poverty level, and the number of housing units'” and the percentage which are
unoccupied for various reasons as well as which are owner versus renter occupied. The U.S. Census Bureau and other
publicly available resources provided data on current economic conditions in each community. Several dimensions of
community employment structure were included: employment status, employment in agriculture, fishing, and
hunting, and employment with government affiliation. Employment status is illustrated by three different values:
unemployed community residents, percent employed, and percent not in the labor force.!®

Unemployment calculations report community residents who are in the labor force but are unemployed. This
is in an attempt to differentiate it from the indicator which references all residents, even those who are not in the labor
force. However, the graphical representations of employment structure do not make this distinction in order to have
all three measures as proportions of the total community population 16 years of age and older. The number reported
for a community’s employment in fishing is most likely an underestimate of the total number of fishermen in the
community. The U.S. Census may not accurately capture this demographic because many fishermen are self
employed, a category not distinguished on U.S. Census forms.

There is some variation between governance structures throughout Washington, Oregon, and California. For
an explanation of place classification in the three states see Table 3. In all three states, nested fishing communities are
under the governance of larger jurisdictions and, as a result, are subject to the governing systems of these
jurisdictions. For example, the community of San Pedro is under the governance of Los Angeles. While the political
importance of these larger governmental structures cannot be denied, nested communities often have important
formal and informal systems of governance. Other community organizations are therefore also noted, such as
neighborhood and fishermen’s associations. For example, in San Pedro, California, and Astoria, Oregon, the local

fishermen’s associations play an important role in uniting and representing fishermen’s concerns. !

These systems of governance and civil society may serve as vehicles for empowerment, political
representation, and collaboration, and may act to preserve and validate identity.?° The potential significance of
systems of governance required their inclusion in the profiles. As community governance structures and non-
governmental organizations give voice to some, they may disempower others by not representing their concerns. It is
important to note the narratives are not intended to be definitive representations of communities, but are instead
informational sketches offering data and insights on local realities.

Descriptions of physical and even social infrastructure may have a tendency to treat communities in isolation;
however, the ways in which a community is connected to other places is a critical element of how it functions.
Connectivity or isolation can affect language, culture, trade, tourism, health, opportunity, and quality of life; though it
is not always possible to say in what manner. Connectivity or isolation can also be difficult to measure, as actual

15



travel is more than a matter of mere distances. Cost, for example, may be more prohibitive of travel than distance.
Weather patterns and landing or docking facilities may also affect connectivity and isolation.

In many cases, the primary rationale for offering descriptions of facilities is to show the accessibility of the
outside world to community members, particularly with regard to communication and travel. This is especially
significant given the emphasis on stakeholder participation in fisheries management, wherein frequent fishery
management council meetings are held in differing locations in each management region. Facilities descriptions also
offer insight into a community’s investment and dependence in the industry and the relative importance of particular
assets. A community, for example, with one fish processing plant may be especially vulnerable to any fish allocation
decisions in its associated region. In addition, information about schools, healthcare, utilities, and public safety
facilities are important because such amenities factor into people’s decisions about where to live. Marine facilities are
described to illustrate the physical infrastructure supporting the local fishing industry in its commercial and
recreational dimensions. This information has been primarily sourced from the Web sites of harbors and marinas and
when possible or necessary supplemented by telephone communication with harbor staff.

Extensive information about taxes on fisheries-related activities particular to each state has been included in
the Overview section. Tax types include those levied on personal property (including commercial fishing vessels,
charter boats, and oceanographic research vessels), fish landings (based on weight and species), ballast water
management and other marine services, commercial fish licenses and permits, and fuel. Washington has additional
enhanced food, fish, and shellfish taxes paid by the commercial processor of food fish and shellfish at different rates
assigned to various species. In 1950 the Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act, commonly known as the Dingell-
Johnson Act, created a program to assist in the management, conservation, and restoration of fishery resources. The
Sport Fish Restoration Program is funded through a 10 percent excise tax on fishing equipment, a 3 percent tax on
electric motors and sonar fish finders, taxes on motorboat and small engine fuels, and import duties on fishing tackle
and pleasure boats.?! The 1984 Wallop-Breaux Amendment added new provisions to the act by extending the excise
tax to previously untaxed sport fishing equipment.?

In addition to distance and travel information to larger cities, the location of the nearest offices of several
governmental organizations important to the fishing industry are provided: NOAA Fisheries,?? the relevant state
agency in charge of managing fish,?* and the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS),? formerly known
as U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the location of the nearest possible North Pacific or Pacific
fishery management council meeting venue. As key bodies regulating fisheries, access to NOAA and state
departments can help with the flow and clarification of information as well as influencing a community’s
enfranchisement in a regulatory system. In addition, the location of a USCIS office can affect the labor practices of
industry, particularly the seafood processing sector, through level and intensity of monitoring, and may also affect use
of local services by undocumented residents.

2.5.3 Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

The section on fishing involvement in West Coast fisheries contains information on dependence and
engagement in the fisheries and in most cases is the most in-depth and detailed section of the community profiles.
The fishing sections seek to provide the most comprehensive picture of commercial, recreational, and subsistence
fishing practice and patterns possible given available data. Fisheries characterization is in terms of the nature and
degree of involvement. The commercial fishing section contains information on landings (weight, value, and vessels
making deliveries), permits (number of permits held by residents of a community and number of residents holding
permits), and vessel owners as well as information on participatory groups and processing activities.

PacFIN provided much of this information as well as state management agencies. Each data element is
discussed below, including its availability, how it was treated, and any associated caveats. Some landings data, permit
information, and details about vessel owners were used in the community selection process described above (see
subsection 2.3) and are more thoroughly explained here.

Commercial fishing—All data associated with commercial fish landings in Washington, Oregon, and
California came from PacFIN and pertain to the year 2000. Data elements extracted from this dataset include weight
and value of landings, number of vessels delivering, and vessels by participatory group. Federally specified
management groups (coastal pelagic, crab, groundfish, highly migratory species, salmon, shellfish, shrimp, and other
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species)?® were used to provide fishery-specific information. Landings data are associated to the principal port
community for the vessel making the landings. Landings data provide information about community members’
involvement in commercial fisheries, and is comparable between different communities.

PacFIN provides the following information about the data it collects, manages, and supplies to researchers
and policy makers. Landings are reported in pounds of round (live) weight for all species or groups except univalve
and bivalve mollusks such as clams, mussels, oysters and scallops, which are reported as pounds of meat (excludes
shell weight). The dollar values of landings are reported as nominal (current at the time of reporting) values. Users
can use the Consumer Price Index or the Producer Price Index to convert these nominal values into real (deflated)
values. In reporting PacFIN data, all figures were rounded to whole numbers, unless that meant a figure was rounded
to zero in which case two decimal places were reported. PacFIN data was obtained from fish tickets and information
reported to it by other agencies including state fisheries management offices and the U.S. Coast Guard.

Federal statutes prohibit public disclosure of landings (or other information) that would allow identification
of the data contributors and possibly put them at a competitive disadvantage. To comply with confidentiality
measures, the word “confidential” substitutes for compromising figures in the narrative descriptions of fishing
involvement.

Landings by weight are reported for each commercial West Coast fishery in equivalent round weight of
landings in metric tons. Landings are reported for each commercial West Coast fishery in U.S. dollars. The number
of unique vessels delivering landings in each commercial West Coast fishery are also reported.

PacFIN data identifies vessels participating in tribal commercial, commercial, personal use, or aquaculture
groups. The number of vessels participating in each is reported. For aquaculture, its presence in the community is
only noted and not quantified for reasons of confidentiality.

The number of vessels that were part of the voluntary groundfish fishing capacity reduction program is
reported. The Groundfish Vessel Buyback Program involved the federal buyback of vessels participating in the
groundfish fishery and was implemented in 2003 by NMFS. The purpose of the program was to reduce the number of
vessels and permits endorsed for operation of groundfish trawl gear in order to increase productivity in the groundfish
fishery, help financially stabilize the fishery, and conserve and manage fish. The program also involved fishing
capacity reduction in the Washington, Oregon, and California Dungeness crab and pink shrimp fisheries.?’

Total number of fishing vessels owned by community residents by fishery is reported. Unique vessel
identifiers were matched to permit data to determine participation in specific fisheries, and vessel owner residence
was used to link vessels to a community. WDFW, ODFW, CDFG, and PacFIN supplied the vessel and permit data.

Some problems were encountered in processing this data element. Two California fisheries, groundfish and
highly migratory species, were partially or completely open access fisheries in 2000, therefore, no permit data exists
to indicate participation in these efforts. To overcome this problem as best as possible, vessels were matched to
landings data as well as permit data to match them to a fishery. Additionally, the data did not provide matches
between permits and vessels for the California shellfish and Washington shellfish and shrimp fisheries. Discrepancies
and data problems occurred due to the open access nature of some fisheries in 2000, or because fisheries were too
small to be adequately represented. The research team dealt with these problems by denoting these fisheries with NA
to indicate data was not available for the listed reasons. The NA notation signifies there may have been participation
in the fishery, but it is undocumented in the data sources. Where other supplementary information on these and other
fisheries could be found through background research, that information was included in the profiles.

Permit data were supplied by WDFW (Washington fisheries), ODFW (Oregon fisheries), and PacFIN (for
California and the federally managed groundfish fisheries) and pertain to the year 2000. Some open access fisheries,
such as albacore in Oregon, and several California fisheries are not illustrated by the permit data. In such cases the
research team attempted to include information from other sources on these fisheries, such as qualitative or anecdotal
information from a wide variety of sources. As occurred in the application of permit data to determine participation
of vessels in specific fisheries, the permit data did not yield information pertaining to the California shellfish fishery.

Records for the year 2000 for two other California fisheries also caused discrepancies in our data. These are
the groundfish fishery and the highly migratory species (HMSP) fishery that were largely unpermitted at the time.
This means the permit data do not accurately reflect the level of participation in these two significant fisheries.
Groundfish was an open access fishery in 2000. HMSP fishermen would have had high seas permits if they fished at
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certain offshore depths, but these are not associated with the actual species. Only the drift gillnet fishery targeting
swordfish and thresher shark would have required permits in 2000. In terms of the California HMSP fishery, 99% of
the target species in 2000 would have been: 1) tuna, 2) swordfish, and 3) shark (thresher and mako). However, by
2005 measures were in place to have all the HMSP fisheries permitted.?

Data for total number of state and federal permits held by community residents by fishery describes how
many permits community members held, but does not specify how permits are distributed among individuals. For
example, one person could hold five permits associated to a community, or each of five permits could be held by a
separate individual.

Data for the number of community residents holding state and federal permits by fishery describes how many
community members held permits.

Baseline information about the number of fish processors operating in a community (the company itself may
be based elsewhere), the average number of employees, and the species the facility processed, all for the year 2000,
were obtained from the Processed Products Survey.?’ This survey also detailed the weight and value of fish processed
by the facilities in 2000. This level of detail was reported in the narrative profiles only when confidentiality
stipulations allowed. Further information was taken from online resources and site visits and was included in the
narrative profiles where it added relevant material.

Tribal participation in commercial fisheries is a significant aspect of several West Cost fisheries. Where
possible, the team included information on any such involvement; however, data pertaining to tribal participation in
commercial fisheries at the community level is difficult to obtain in some cases. For this reason, relevant information
was taken from online sources and site visits and included in the profiles where possible, depending on data reliability
and availability.

Sportfishing—Information about community involvement in sportfishing reflects another form of
participation in fisheries not captured when commercial information alone is reported. At the time of compiling the
profiles, sportfishing data was not readily or consistently available for all states. For this reason relevant data was
used wherever possible, and sometimes reported data for years other than 2000 to include useful information rather
than excluding data that did not fit the predetermined timeframe. When data was not available from the year 2000,
data from the most recent year available was used.

Information about the number of sportfishing operators (charter businesses) in the community was supplied
by WDFW, ODFW, and CDFG. Unless otherwise stated, listing the charter businesses in a community profile
indicates the location of the business office. Information also is included on where charter vessels are homeported,
and distinctions are made between the business owner’s city of residence versus the city of operation when these are
different and data is available. Where the data distinguishes between business operator licenses for salmon (which
additionally includes sturgeon and bottomfish species) and nonsalmon (all other species) species, the distinction is
reported.

Information about the number of sportfish license vendors in the community was supplied by WDFW,
ODFW, and CDFG, where available, and taken from online resources. The figures reported represent active
sportfishing license agents.

Information about the number and value of sportfishing licenses* sold in the community was supplied by
WDFW, ODFW, and CDFG, where available, and taken from online resources managed by these state agencies.

Information about sportfish landings and species fished was supplied by WDFW, ODFW, and CDFG, where
available, and taken from online resources. In almost all cases, the data has been recorded and reported at aggregate
levels, and often correspond to beach or management areas which are not directly associated with specific
communities. Where possible, this is mentioned in the profiles and noted that recreational landings data are for
contiguous areas.

2.5.4 Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

This section contains information on dependence and engagement in the fisheries off the coast of Alaska. All
data are for the year 2000. Characterization of fisheries is in terms of the nature and degree of involvement. The
commercial fishing section contains information on landings (weight, value, and vessels owned by community
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members making deliveries), permits (number of permits held by residents of a community and number of residents
holding permits), IFQ shares (number of halibut and sablefish IFQ shares held by residents of the community), vessel
owners (number of vessel owners in the community that fish North Pacific fisheries), and crew members (number of
Alaska commercial fishing crew member licenses held by community members). The sportfishing section includes
sportfishing businesses (number of sportfishing businesses in the community which are involved in fishing Alaska
waters) and sportfishing licenses (number of Alaska sportfishing licenses sold to individuals in the community).

The data sources for the elements included in the section Involvement in the North Pacific Fisheries include
ADF&G, CFEC, NMFS Alaska Regional Office (AKRO), NMFS AFSC, and NMFS Headquarters. Each data
element is discussed below. Some landings data, permit and IFQ information, and details about vessel owners were
also used in the community selection process described above (see subsection 2.3), and are more thoroughly
explained here.

Commercial fishing—Data on the number of vessels owned by community members that fish in the North
Pacific came from Alaska CFEC Commercial Vessel License lists and NMFS AKRO Federal Fisheries Permit (FFP)
lists.

Data on weight and value of landings and the number of vessels making those landings by vessels owned by
community members is included for the following fisheries: crab, other finfish, GOA groundfish, BSAI groundfish,
halibut, herring, salmon, scallop, and shellfish. The data shown in the profiles represents landings in metric tons/
value of landings/number of vessels landing.

The count of vessels owned by residents by fishery data were extracted from NMFS AKRO blend catch
estimates and FFP lists, Alaska CFEC fish tickets, and commercial vessel license lists. The landings in tons and
dollars by owner residence by fishery was extracted from NMFS AKRO blend catch estimates and FFP lists, NMFS
AFSC ex-vessel prices from Table 18 of the SAFE Economic Status Report,>! ADF&G fish tickets, and Alaska CFEC
commercial vessel license lists. The fisheries were defined by landed species.

Data on the number of community members that held crew member licenses for commercial fishing in the
North Pacific, issued by the ADF&G, were provided by ADF&G and totals by community were tabulated.

Data on the number of state and federal permits include Alaska and federal North Pacific fishery permits
registered to community members summed. The data were extracted from NMFS AKRO: Restricted Access
Management Division License Limitation Program permit lists, AFA permit lists, and FFP lists; NMFS HQ High Seas
Fisheries Compliance Act permit lists, and Alaska CFEC commercial fishing permit lists.

Data on individuals holding federal permits include the number of individuals in the community who held
federal permits to fish the North Pacific. The data were extracted from NMFS AKRO: Restricted Access
Management Division License Limitation Programs permit lists, FFP lists, AFA permit lists, IFQ share lists, and from
NMFS HQ High Seas Fisheries Compliance Act lists.

Data on individuals holding state permits include the number of individuals in the community that held state
permits to fish in Alaska. The data were extracted from Alaska CFEC commercial fishing permit lists.

Data on the number of permits held by community residents by type and fishery include the number of
permits registered to community residents for North Pacific fisheries by type and fishery.

Sportfishing—Information about community involvement in sportfishing reflects another form of
participation in fisheries not captured when commercial information alone is reported.

The number of sportfishing operators (charter businesses) in the community that are involved in fishing
Alaskan waters is given. Also provided is the number of Alaska sportfishing licenses sold to individuals in the
community.

2.6 Demographic Figures

In addition to the narrative community profiles, each community has an associated set of graphical displays of
demographic data. There are four graphs per community, each displaying data discussed in the narrative section. The
four graphs in each community are for the following social indicators: population structure, race, ethnicity, and
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employment structure. All data for the graphs come from the 2000 U.S. Census. The following is a brief description
of the types of information conveyed in each graph, along with a graph with the information for Washington, Oregon,
California, and the United States. These may be referred to later to provide context for the individual community
graphs.

2.6.1 Population Structure

A “population pyramid” is a bidirectional bar chart that indicates both age (in 10 year intervals) and gender
(male: left bars; female: right bars) of the population. Many population pyramids in fishing communities show a
distinct bulge of working age males that is unusual when compared to more typical population pyramids. For
comparison of general shapes, the population pyramids for Washington, Oregon, California, and the United States are
reproduced below. The state and national structures are included because they provide relevant geographic units
against which a particular community may be compared. Ten-year intervals were used to create smoother diagrams
for each community.
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2.6.2 Race

Graphed data are taken from U.S. Census, using the mandated minimum five categories: American Indian or
Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White. For space
reasons in the graphs, we shorten three of the terms as follows: Native (for American Indian or Alaska Native), Black
(for Black or African American), and Pacific Islander (for Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander). Graphs are produced

for Washington, Oregon, California, and the United States.
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2.6.3 Ethnicity

The Office of Management and Budget, under the Executive Office of the President, issued Race and Ethnic
Standards Policy Directive No. 15 in 1977. This directive set the standard for decennial censuses, population surveys,
and data collections necessary for meeting statutory requirements associated with civil rights monitoring and
enforcement, and for other administrative program reporting.> Therefore, the U.S. Census Bureau designates
Hispanic or Latino identity as an ethnic rather than a racial category. Federal agencies are required to comply with
U.S. Census standards in reporting this information.’* Thus, the two possible ethnicities, shortened for space reasons
in the charts to Hispanic and non-Hispanic, are reported in a pie-chart format separate from race. Hispanics and
Latinos may be of any race. Graphs are produced for Washington, Oregon, California, and the United States.

2000 Washington Hispanic ethnicity
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2.6.4 Employment Structure

Graphs displaying information about employment, including percentages for employed, unemployed, and
persons not seeking employment, are produced for Washington, Oregon, California and the United States.?*

2000 Washington employment structure

Not in labor force
33.5%

Employed
62.4%

Unemployed
4.1%

2000 California employment structure

Not in labor force
37.6%

Employed
58.1%

Unemployed
4.3%

23

2000 Oregon employment structure
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encompassed by a zip code or a block group.

6. The lack of similar data in one or more states would allow for a state-based bias to develop, reflecting a preponderance of communities
from data-rich states. Such indicators were disqualified.

7. U.S. Census data SF 1 population counts of all persons were used. These counts sometimes differ from SF 3 population estimates,
which come from the population and housing long-form collected by the U.S. Census from a one-in-six sample and weighted to represent the
total population U.S. Census Bureau. The U.S. Census is available at www.census.gov.
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11. See note 4.

12. See note 4.

13. See note 4.

14. Latitude and longitude provided by USGS National Mapping Information Web site for populated place: http://geonames.usgs.gov/pls/
gns/web_uery.gns web_query_form; distance to major cities determined by MapQwest city-to-city: http://www.mapquest.com/directions/
main.adap?bCTsettings =1.

15. U.S. Census data for the year 2000 available at the U.S. Census Bureau’s American FactFinder Web site. No date. Online at http://
factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html [accessed 17 April 2007].

16. The U.S. Census Bureau provides this definition of household: “A household includes all of the people who occupy a housing unit. A
housing unit is a house, an apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single room occupied (or if vacant, intended for occupancy) as
separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live separately from any other people in the building and that
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3.0 Overview

This project aimed to identify and profile communities across the United States involved in West Coast and
North Pacific fisheries in the year 2000. Analyses of quantitative data identified 125 communities from Washington,
Oregon, California, New Jersey, and Virginia that were dependent on or engaged in West Coast and North Pacific
fisheries (as defined in Methods, section 2.0). The process identified 1,764 U.S. communities from 49 states
(excluding North Dakota) and ranked them using fishery participation data (i.e., fisheries landings, vessel, and permit
data); 1,529 were located in states outside of Alaska. This study profiles approximately 7.1% of the communities
(8.2% of those outside of Alaska) involved in West Coast or North Pacific fisheries.

The majority of fishing communities involved in West Coast and North Pacific commercial fisheries are
located in coastal states contiguous to the waters that support the fisheries. However, the Data Envelopment Analysis
(DEA) model selected two nonwestern, non-Alaska communities (Seaford, Virginia, and Pleasantville, New Jersey)
due to their residents’ heightened participation in West Coast or North Pacific fisheries. Additionally, three New
Jersey communities and eight communities in Virginia appeared in the list ultimately ranked by the DEA model. Of
the ranked communities along the U.S. West Coast, 14.3% of Washington communities (40 of 279), 15.9% of Oregon
communities (31 of 195), and 9% of California communities (52 of 579) were selected for profiling in this study.

The U.S. Census reports 522 “places” or “census-designated places” (CDPs) in Washington, 309 in Oregon,
1,081 in California, 505 in New Jersey, and 371 in Virginia. These are cities, towns, boroughs, and population centers
otherwise defined as “places” by the U.S. Census. The 2000 U.S. Census recognized a majority of the communities
(83.2%, 104 of 125) profiled in this project as “places” or CDPs, with the exception of 21 communities, including 3 in
Washington (La Push, Lopez Island, and Seaview), 4 in Oregon (Charleston, Hammond, Logsden, and South Beach),
13 in California (Albion, Avila Beach, Fields Landing, Kneeland, Los Osos, Pebble Beach, Princeton, San Pedro,
Sunset Beach, Tarzana, Terminal Island, Valley Ford, and Ventura), and 1 in Virginia (Seaford).

Data on fisheries involvement for all states reveal several points about the nature of community involvement
in commercial fishing in West Coast and North Pacific waters. First, the geographic distribution of the communities
shows the highest level of community participation in states contiguous to the West Coast where dependence on
marine resources might be expected to be high, drops off slightly in the Midwest (with the exception of several Great
Lakes states), and rises slightly in East Coast states. Second, it is evident from the number of communities associated
with West Coast or North Pacific fisheries, specifically in Washington, Oregon, and California, that fishery-related
activity has important social and economic significance to numerous community members and their communities.

This overview section of the profile document provides aggregate information for the communities selected
for this project, the states where they are located, and a context in which to interpret the information.

3.1 People and Place

3.1.1 Location

The majority of the profiled communities are located in Washington, Oregon, and California. From southern
California to northern Washington, these coastal states vary significantly in geography, demography, economy, and
ecology. Pleasantville, New Jersey, and Seaford, Virginia, are on the East Coast and participate primarily in East
Coast fisheries. These communities are included in this document because in 2000, residents of Pleasantville and
Seaford were involved in North Pacific fisheries, specifically the commercial scallop fishery and Alaska sportfishing.

The map on page 28 shows the location of the 125 communities selected for profiling. The majority of the
profiled communities participate in fisheries in waters adjacent to the southern U.S. West Coast, in the North Pacific,
and in Alaska. Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries—Alaska! provides information on the geography and
ecology of Alaska communities and associated fisheries.

Washington, bordered by the Pacific Ocean on the west and the Columbia River on the south, has
considerable variation in its ecological zones. The coast is characterized by a maritime climate, the Olympic
Peninsula has temperate rainforest conditions, and the areas east of the Cascade Mountains are semiarid. The state’s
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marine and freshwater environments sustain several species of salmon, rockfish, shellfish, and other marine fishes as
well as various marine mammal populations including harbor seals, orcas, and gray whales.

In the 2000 U.S. Census, Washington ranked fourteenth in total population, generating a population density of
88.6 people per square mile of land. Washington ranked twenty-fifth for density. There are 29 federally recognized
Indian tribes or nations in Washington. Tribal communities play an important cultural and political role.

Historically Washington’s economy was heavily dependent on natural resources: forests, fisheries, and
agriculture. While residents still participate in livelihoods dependent on natural resources, the state also supports
thriving computer software developers (e.g., the Microsoft Corporation), aircraft design and manufacturing
companies (e.g., The Boeing Company), and a growing tourism industry. The Strait of Juan de Fuca connects Puget
Sound to the Pacific Ocean. The sound extends from Admiralty Inlet in the north to Olympia in the south. There are
14 prominent islands in Puget Sound: Anderson, Bainbridge, Blake, Camano, Fidalgo, Fox, Harstine, Indian,
Marrowstone, Maury, McNeil, Squaxin, Vashon, and Whidbey.

The three major cities on Puget Sound are Olympia, Tacoma, and Seattle. The waterway also supports
extensive commercial shipping and recreational boating, and many Washington communities host waterfront
festivals, salmon celebration events, and annual tributes to the fishing fleets. The Washington coast has no major
metropolitan cities.

Oregon is bordered by the Pacific Ocean on the west, the Columbia River on the north, and the Snake River
on the northern portion of its eastern boundary. The fertile Willamette Valley is located between the Pacific Coast and
Cascade mountain ranges that run north and south along the West Coast. The Willamette River flows through the
valley, creating an important agricultural region that contributes berries, vegetables, greenhouse and nursery stock,
and wine to Oregon’s economy. Coastal and freshwater areas in Oregon support numerous species of fish and
shellfish.

Ranked twenty-eighth in the nation in total population, according to the 2000 U.S. Census, Oregon has a
population density of 35.6 persons per square mile of land. Oregon ranked thirty-ninth for density. Oregon has 10
federally recognized Indian tribes. Oregon’s physical geography is diverse, ranging from semideserts in southeastern
Oregon to dense forests and accessible coastlines in the west. The Oregon coast has no major metropolitan cities.

Industries dependent on natural resources include commercial fishing, ranching, timber, and agriculture.
Several Oregon communities host festivals or special days commemorating salmon, signifying the important role of
the species in the lives of residents and local economies.

California spans 770 miles north to south. According to the U.S. Census, California ranks first in total
population with more than 33 million residents. California has a population density of 217.2 persons per square mile
of land, ranking it twelfth in the nation. California’s cultural, economic, and ecological landscapes are rich and
diverse. There are several major metropolitan cities on the California coast, including San Diego, Los Angeles, San
Jose, and San Francisco, all home to ethnically diverse populations.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 32.4% of California’s population identified as Hispanic and 10.9% as
Asian. Nearly half (47.4%) of the population identified as non-Hispanic/white. Historically home to large Native
American populations, California had tribes such as the Chumash, Miwok, and Pomo that relied heavily on the area’s
natural resources. At present California has 11 federally recognized tribes and numerous unrecognized tribes.
Reservations and rancherias are found throughout the state.

Agriculture is California’s primary industry. Regions such as California’s Central Valley and the northern
wine country are major producers and exporters of dairy, vegetables, nuts, fruit, and wine. The state is also
recognized for its thriving entertainment industry and Silicon Valley, the heart of California’s computer technology
industry. The state has hundreds of miles of scenic shoreline, arid deserts, volcanic mountain ranges, and large central
valleys.

3.1.2 Demographic Profile

The communities selected for profiling share a common involvement in fishery-related activities and
represent a wide range of demographic, socioeconomic, and historical conditions. In terms of population, size, and
geographic area, some cities like Los Angeles, San Diego, San Francisco, and Seattle are large municipalities that
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serve as regional economic centers, while other communities have only a few hundred residents, are relatively
isolated, and have very limited economic opportunities.

Washington’s community classification system includes first class and second class cities and towns.
Additionally, the Optional Municipal Code (Title 35A RCW), created in 1967, provides an alternative framework to
the basic statutory classification system of municipal government. The municipal code system was designed to
provide broad statutory home rule authority in matters of local concern. Communities with more than 1,500 residents
may incorporate or reorganize as an optional municipal code or “code city.” First class cities have populations of
10,000 or more at the time of organization or reorganization and have adopted a charter or home rule. If a community
has a population more than 1,500 at the time of organization or reorganization but does not have a charter or operate
as a code city under the optional municipal code, the community is classified as a second class city. Washington also
has unincorporated communities that are recognized as CDPs (see Table 4). As of 2003 the Municipal Research and
Service Center of Washington identified 10 first class cities, 15 second class cities, 72 towns, and 213 code cities in
Washington.2

Oregon designates communities as either incorporated or unincorporated, with no distinctions between types
of incorporated cities. Oregon has 240 incorporated cities, of which two are officially designated as ghost towns.
Most of the other cities are “full service” municipalities, meaning they offer a wide range of services. Some
communities may not have police or fire services, for example, and often these are provided through special
arrangements made with neighboring communities or the county (see Table 4). As of 2005 the Population Research
Center at Portland State University identified 243 incorporated cities.

There are two types of cities in California, charter cities and general law cities. Charter cities are governed by
the provisions of their own adopted charter unless the state has stated specifically that its laws apply. General law
cities are also known as the “home rule” option and are governed under the framework of the California Government
Code. There is one exception. San Francisco is both a city and a county government because the city comprises the
entire county. California also has several unincorporated areas or communities (see Table 4). In 2005 the League of
California Cities identified 108 charter cities and 370 general law cities in California.3

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the population of Washington was 5,894,121, Oregon 3,421,399,
California 33,871,648, New Jersey 8,414,350, and Virginia 7,078,515. Of the profiled communities, the top 10 in
population were: Los Angeles, San Diego, San Jose, San Francisco, Seattle, Long Beach, Santa Ana, Tacoma,
Oxnard, and Santa Rosa. All are in California except Seattle and Tacoma, Washington.

Table 4. Types and numbers of profiled communities by states.

State and community type Number of communities
Washington
First class city 5
Second class city 1
Optional “code” city 20
Town 3
Unincorporated 7
Not a census-designated place (NCDP) 3
Governed by tribe 1
Oregon
Incorporated 23
Unincorporated 4
NCDP 4
California
Charter city 14
General law/ Home rule 20
CDP 6
NCDP 12
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In Washington 55% (22) of the 40 profiled communities have fewer than 5,000 residents, with 15% (6
communities) having fewer than 500 residents. By comparison, in Washington approximately 67.7% of the 537
CDPs have fewer than 5,000 residents with 21.6% (116) having fewer than 500 residents (see Table 5).

Of the 31 profiled communities in Oregon, 71% (22 communities) have fewer than 5,000 residents, and
16.1% (5 communities) have fewer than 500 residents. By comparison, in Oregon approximately 71.2% (240) of the
337 CDPs have fewer than 5,000 residents and 34.4% (116) have fewer than 500 residents (see Table 5).

In California a total of 26.9% (14 communities) of the 52 profiled communities have fewer than 5,000
residents, and 15.4% (8 communities) have fewer than 500 residents. By comparison, in California approximately
44.6% (486) of the 1,089 CDPs have fewer than 5,000 residents and 10% (109) have fewer than 500 residents (see
Table 5). The populations of Pleasantville, New Jersey, and Seaford, Virginia, comprise roughly 0.23% and 0.05% of
each state’s population respectively.

To achieve a snapshot of the nation’s population as revealed in the decennial U.S. Census, the population is
segmented into racial categories (white, black, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander, some other race, and two or more races) as well as ethnic categories (Hispanic and non-
Hispanic). The community profiles supply this snapshot for each selected community, which is followed by an
historical account of the community to help explain and contextualize the contemporary composition of the specific
communities’ populations.

In 2000 about 75.1% of the United States were white, according to the U.S. Census. By comparison, about
81.2% of the population of Washington were white, 86.8% of Oregon, 60.9% of California, 69.9% of New Jersey, and
71.1% of Virginia. For the communities profiled in this document, the average percentage of white residents was
81.9%, with a range from 11.3% to 97.5% (see Table 6). Approximately 89% (111) of the profiled communities had a
population that was more than 50% white in 2000. Many profiled communities with high percentages of white
residents are located in areas where there are low numbers of Native Americans, Asian Americans, and Hispanics, the
three racial or ethnic groups that tend to play more prominent roles in other communities due to the location of tribal
reservations or large influxes of immigrant populations.

The United States consisted of 12.3% black residents in 2000. By comparison, the black populations in the
five states involved in this project were 3.3% in Washington, 1.6% in Oregon, 6.1% in California, 13.3% in New
Jersey, and 19.1% in Virginia. On average, those communities selected for profiling were approximately 2% black,
with a range from 0% to 48.2% (see Table 7). A total of 92 (74%) of the profiled communities include residents who
identified themselves as black.

In 2000 the United States was about 0.9% American Indian and Alaska Native, whereas Washington was
about 1.6%, Oregon 1.3%, California 1.0%, New Jersey 0.9%, and Virginia 0.3%. Of the profiled communities, the
average composition was about 3.5% American Indian and Alaska Native. The communities ranged from 0.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native to 82.8% (see Table 8). The vast majority (96%) of the profiled communities
included some percentage of American Indian and Alaska Natives.# La Push and Neah Bay, Washington, located on
the Quileute and Makah Indian reservations respectively, both indicated greater than 75% American Indian and
Alaska Native populations.

In 2000 about 3.6% of the population of the United States was Asian. Washington State’s population was
approximately 5.5% Asian, Oregon’s was 3.0%, California’s was 10.9%, New Jersey’s was 5.7%, and Virginia’s was
3.7%. Of the profiled communities, Asians accounted for 3.8% of the population on average, with a range from 0% to
30.8% (see Table 9). The communities with the largest percentages of Asian residents are primarily in California.

In 2000 about 0.1% of the population of the United States was comprised of Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islanders. By comparison, Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific Islanders made up about 0.4% Washington’s
population, 0.2% in Oregon, 0.3% in California, 0% in New Jersey, and 0.1% in Virginia. The average percentage of
the profiled communities was 0.2%, with a range from 0% to 2.1% (see Table 10). About 66% of the profiled
communities include Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific Islanders, but only 3% of the communities include a Native
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander population that is greater than 1% of the total community population.

In 2000 about 12.5% of the population of the United States identified as Hispanic. Hispanics comprised 7.5%
of Washington’s population, 8% of Oregon’s, 32.4% of California’s, 13.3% of New Jersey’s, and 4.7% of Virginia’s.
On average, communities selected for profiling were 10% Hispanic, with a range of 0% to 76% (see Table 11).
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Table 5. Profiled communities and all CDPs in Washington, Oregon, and California.

Profiled
Population communities Total CDPs
Washington
500 6 (15%) 116 (21.6%)
501-5,000 16 (40%) 248 (46.2%)
5,001-25,000 9 (22.5%) 130 (24.2%)
>25,000 9 (22.5%) 48 (8.9%)
Number of communities 40 537
Oregon
500 5(16%) 90 (26.7%)
501-5,000 17 (54.8%) 150 (44.5%)
5,001-25,000 8 (25.8%) 76 (22.6%)
>25,000 0 (0 %) 21 (6.2%)
Number of communities 3]a 337
Californiab
500 8 (15.4%) 109 (10%)
501-5,000 6 (11.5%) 377 (34.6%)
5,001-25,000 14 (26.9%) 331 (30.4%)
>25,000 22 (42.3%) 266 (24.4%)
Number of communities 50c¢ 1,089

a One Oregon community, Charleston, does not contain detailed demographic information.

b Two California communities, San Pedro and Terminal Island, do not contribute population data for this table, therefore, the
percentages for California do not equal 100%.

¢ Two California communities are included in the Los Angeles profile, San Pedro and Terminal Island.

Table 6. Top profiled communities by white percentage of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % White
Cloverdale OR 242 97.5
Chinook WA 457 96.5
Winchester Bay OR 488 96.1
Florence OR 7,263 95.9
Kneeland CA 244 95.9
Sisters OR 959 95.8
Rockaway Beach OR 1267 95.8
Port Orford OR 1153 95.4
Monument OR 151 95.3
Lopez Island WA 2,179 95.1
Grayland WA 1,002 95.1
Avila Beach CA 797 95.1
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Table 7. Top profiled communities by black percentage of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % Black

Pleasantville NJ 19,012 57.7
Long Beach CA 461,522 14.9
Marina CA 25,101 14.4
Seaside CA 31,696 12.6
Lakewood WA 58,211 12.3
El Sobrante CA 12,260 12.2
Culver City CA 38,816 12.0
Los Angeles CA 3,694,820 11.2
Tacoma WA 193,556 11.2
Seattle WA 563,374 8.4

Table 8. Top profiled communities by American Indian and Alaska Native percentage of population in descending order (source:
2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % Native

La Push WA 371 82.8
Neah Bay WA 794 78.2
Siletz OR 1,133 21.0
Bay Center WA 174 14.4
Logsden OR 251 9.6
Crescent City CA 4,006 6.1
Tokeland WA 194 5.7
Princeton CA 489 4.9
McKinleyville  CA 13,599 4.6
Eureka CA 26,128 4.2
Fields Landing CA 213 4.2

Table 9. Top profiled communities by Asian percentage of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % Asian
San Francisco CA 776,733 30.8
Torrance CA 137,946 28.6
San Jose CA 894,943 26.9
Marina CA 25,101 16.3
San Diego CA 1,223,400 13.6
Seattle WA 563,374 13.1
El Sobrante CA 12,260 12.5
Long Beach CA 461,522 12.0
Culver City CA 38,816 12.0
Seaside CA 31,696 10.1
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Table 10. Top profiled communities by Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander percentage of population in descending order
(source: 2000 U.S. Census).

% Native Hawaiian or
Community State 2000 population Other Pacific Islander

Marina CA 25,101 2.1
Lakewood WA 58,211 1.8
Seaside CA 31,696 1.3
Long Beach CA 461,522 1.2
Tacoma WA 193,556 09
Blaine WA 3,770 0.7
Shelton WA 8,442 0.7
Costa Mesa CA 108,724 0.6
Seattle WA 563,374 0.5
Fields Landing CA 213 0.5
Port Hueneme CA 21,845 0.5
San Diego CA 1,223,400 0.5
San Francisco CA 776,733 0.5

Table 11. Top profiled communities by Hispanic percentage of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % Hispanic

Santa Ana CA 337,977 76.1
Oxnard CA 170,358 66.2
Los Angeles CA 3,694,820 46.5
Port Hueneme CA 21,845 41.0
Long Beach CA 461,522 35.8
Valley Ford CA 60 35.0
Santa Barbara CA 92,325 35.0
Seaside CA 31,696 34.5
Costa Mesa CA 108,724 31.8
San Jose CA 894,943 30.2

Much like the states of Washington, Oregon, California, New Jersey, and Virginia, the majority of profiled
communities have a fairly even ratio of men to women (see Table 12). Males comprise the following percentage of
the population in each state: Washington 49.8%, Oregon 49.6%, California 49.8%, New Jersey 48.5%, and Virginia
49%. By comparison, the world’s population is 50.4% male and the United States is 49.1% male. The percentage of
profiled communities in each state (WA, OR, CA, NJ, VA) that had male populations greater than the state average
were 22.5%, 26%, 40%, 0%, and 100% respectively.

A total of 85 communities (68%) selected for profiling have more females than males (see Table 13). Similar
to the states in which these communities are found, the ratio of women to men in the majority of profiled communities
is relatively balanced. Females comprise the following percentage of the population in each state: Washington,
50.2%; Oregon, 50.4%; California, 50.2%; New Jersey, 51.5%; and Virginia, 51%. Overall the United States has
slightly more females (50.9%). The percentage of profiled communities in each state (WA, OR, CA, NJ, VA) that had
female populations greater than the state averages were 77%, 50%, 50%, 100%, and 0% respectively.

Many communities that have the highest ratio of women to men are in Washington (see Table 13).
Communities in which the economy is increasingly comprised of tourist and retirement enterprises also tend to be
those where the male/female balance skews toward female. This may be due to the fact that tourist sector jobs are
service-oriented jobs that have historically been held by women, and because the demographics of elderly and

34



Table 12. Top profiled communities by male percentage of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % Male
Marina CA 25,101 57.2
La Push WA 371 57.1
Neah Bay WA 794 553
Sunset Beach CA 1,097 54.6
Monument OR 151 54.3
Moss Landing CA 300 54.0
Winchester Bay OR 488 53.9
Valley Ford CA 60 533
Fields Landing CA 213 53.1
Half Moon Bay CA 11,842 53.0

Table 13. Top profiled communities by female percentage of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population % Female
Sequim WA 4,334 57.7
Sebastapol CA 7,774 55.2
Cathlamet WA 565 55.2
Long Beach WA 1,283 55.2
Bandon OR 2,833 55.0
La Conner WA 761 54.8
Gig Harbor WA 6,465 54.5
Friday Harbor WA 1,989 54.3
Florence OR 7,263 54.1
Port Townsend WA 8,334 53.9

retirement communities often reflect the greater life expectancies of females. The Washington communities of
Sequim, for example (with its tourist-orientation, lavender production, and weather-related retirement draw) and La
Conner (the center of Washington’s tulip industry and the site of a large retirement home) are in the top 10 in terms of
an imbalance of women over men. Similarly, Bandon, Oregon, recognized as an idyllic coastal town for many
retirees, also appears in the top 10 of predominantly female communities.

The average age of residents of communities selected for profiling is 40 years, somewhat older than the U.S.
average of 35.3 years. Approximately 26.4% of the communities profiled in this document have a lower median age
than the U.S. average (see Table 14). Approximately 73.6% of the communities profiled in this document have a
higher median age than the U.S. average (see Table 15). Median ages could not be ascertained for three of the
communities (San Pedro and Terminal Island, California, and Charleston, Oregon). The average age of the profiled
communities in each state was 39.7 in Washington, 43.2 in Oregon, 38.2 in California, 32.7 in New Jersey, and 41.2 in
Virginia. The average age of residents in profiled communities varied greatly between states and communities.
Several contain large populations of middle-aged individuals with families while others were retirement communities
with few younger persons. Communities with tertiary education institutions often contained larger numbers of young
to middle-aged individuals.
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Table 14. Top 10 profiled communities by lowest age median of population (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population Age median
Santa Ana CA 337,977 26.5
La Push WA 371 27.5
Neah Bay WA 794 28.9
Oxnard CA 170,358 28.9
Seaside CA 31,696 29.5
Fields Landing CA 213 29.8
Bay Center WA 174 30.0
Port Hueneme CA 21,845 30.3
Bellingham WA 67,171 30.4
Valley Ford CA 60 30.7

Table 15. Top 10 profiled communities by highest age median of population in descending order (source: 2000 U.S. Census).

Community State 2000 population Age median
Harbor OR 2,622 59.5
Sequim WA 4,334 59.3
Avila Beach CA 797 58.9
Pebble Beach CA 4,590 57.2
Florence OR 7263 55.8
Pacific City OR 1,027 53.2
Rockaway Beach OR 1,267 52.5
Dillon Beach CA 319 51.5
Bodega Bay CA 1,423 50.9
Port Orford OR 1,153 50.5
3.1.3 History

Washington, Oregon, and California share some historical commonalities due to their contiguous positions
along the West Coast. Most anthropologists agree the first North Americans descended from Siberian hunters who
entered North America near the end of the Pleistocene Era over the Bering land bridge that linked the Asian and North
American continents. As these populations migrated south and new migration waves occurred, distinct communities
developed along the West Coast. Similarities between distinct cultural groups of the Northwest are evident in
linguistic systems and lifestyles, particularly within geographic regions. Linked by man-made (trails, roads) and
natural (coastal waters, mountain passes) features, the West Coast states were once home to large Indian populations
that traveled throughout their ecological footprint and seasonally utilized local natural resources.

In 1803 the Louisiana Purchase initiated U.S. interest in exploration of the west. President Thomas Jefferson
arranged for the Lewis and Clark Expedition to explore the newly acquired territory. Gradually the U.S. population
spread west. The growth of the frontier and ensuing development of transportation systems (railways, roads, air, and
water systems) have physically united residents across the nation.

Now individuals from around the United States participate in West Coast and North Pacific fisheries. The
histories of Washington, Oregon, and California are discussed in this subsection. The histories of Pleasantville, New
Jersey, and Seaford, Virginia, are contained in their individual community profiles.

Washington history—At one time the Northwest had as many as 125 distinct tribes and 50 distinct
languages. Prominent productive activities among all local Native Americans included salmon fishing. For the outer
coast tribes, ocean fishing (e.g., halibut) and marine mammal hunting were more important. Cedar trees also played
an important role in the lives of local tribes and were used to construct longhouses and large canoes.
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In 1775 the first regional contact between Indians and Europeans occurred with the arrival of the Spanish
Captain Don Bruno de Heceta aboard the vessel Santiago, and Juan Francisco de la Bodega y Quadra aboard the
Sonora. Three years later British explorer Captain James Cook sighted Cape Flattery. The Strait of Juan de Fuca was
explored in 1779 by Captain Charles W. Barkley. Other expeditions followed, notably Captain George Vancouver’s
1792 explorations, and there was a short-lived Spanish fort at Neah Bay, also in 1792. In 1790 an agreement between
Spain and Great Britain opened the northwest to trappers and explorers, primarily from Britain and the United States.
Around this same time, Captain Robert Gray discovered and named the Columbia River and in 1805 the Lewis and
Clark Expedition entered Washington State. The Oregon Trail facilitated overland migration into the area known
today as Puget Sound. Washington Territory was formed from a portion of Oregon Territory in 1853 after the first
settlement of New Market (Tumwater) was established in 1846.

Agriculture and timber industries developed in the mid to late nineteenth century. Eastern Washington and
the San Juan Islands were known for their apple orchards while Western Washington’s dense forests supplied timber
(primarily Douglas fir) to shipping yards located on Puget Sound. In the 1850s California investors built the first
lumber mills on the Kitsap Peninsula to meet demand created by the gold rush economy in California. The Northern
Pacific Railroad, completed in the early 1880s, facilitated development of new markets to the east for lumber and
agricultural products and dramatically affected economic opportunities for these important Washington products.
Fishing, mining, and salmon canning also expanded.

In 1889 Washington became the forty-second state. At the time Seattle, Aberdeen, and Tacoma had already
gained recognition as community centers. Seattle, a commercial location from the beginning, had a significant boat
building industry and was an appropriate location to become a primary port for trade with Alaska, other areas of the
country, and overseas. Aberdeen, the industrial center of Grays Harbor County, has been historically dependent upon
the timber industry and was once known for excessive gambling and violence. The economy of Tacoma, south of
Seattle, surged in the late 1800s when the Northern Pacific Railroad chose the area as its westernmost terminus.
Tacoma was well known for its smelters, which produced gold and copper.

In 1937, coinciding with America’s Great Depression, the Bonneville Lock and Dam were completed on the
Columbia River. The dam provided employment opportunities and hydroelectric power to plants in the area and
enabled travel more than 150 miles upstream on the Columbia. Since the construction of the Bonneville Dam, several
others have been built on the Columbia, providing irrigation, hydroelectric power, recreation opportunities, and jobs
on both the Washington and Oregon sides of the river. Today the Columbia River basin has more hydroelectric
development than any other river system in the world with 14 dams. These include three in British Columbia, seven
in Washington and four along the Oregon-Washington border. Agriculture benefits greatly from irrigation. Dams,
however, create obstructions for salmon migration. As a result, fish ladders were built on many of the Columbia
River dams to facilitate the movement of diadromous fish and provide access to upstream spawning locations.

Many residents still practice livelihoods dependent on natural resources such as fishing, primarily in
communities along the coast and many of the state’s rivers. Native Americans also play a prominent role in natural
resource use in Washington State. A U.S. vs. Washington court decision in 1974, commonly known as the Boldt
Decision, reaffirmed the treaty tribes’ reserved rights to fish in usual and accustomed locations. Similar harvest
privileges have since been extended to other natural resources including shellfish. Some communities profiled in this
document consist primarily of Indian tribal members; these communities have governing laws and unique
socioeconomic structures distinct from other, predominantly non-Native communities.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Washington has about 5.9 million people. While some residents
participate in the fishing, agriculture, and timber industries, more predominant businesses include computer software
development, electronics, aircraft design and manufacturing, aluminum production, and tourism.

The Washington State Board of Education regulates Washington’s public education. Major areas of authority
include accountability, basic education assistance, high school graduation requirements, home school testing and
school approval, and accreditation. Institutes of higher education include the University of Washington, Washington
State University, Eastern Washington University, Central Washington University, Western Washington University and
Evergreen State College. Further information on Washington schools can be researched through the Board of
Education Web site (http://www.sbe.wa.gov). There also are a number of private higher education institutions.
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Oregon history—The Chinook, Nez Perce, Klamath, and Coos were among the first Indian tribes to reside
in the Oregon area, subsisting off the region’s rich natural resources, particularly salmon, nuts, and berries. Several
expeditions brought Native Americans into contact with Euro-Americans, most notably explorations by Captain
James Cook in 1778 and Lewis and Clark in 1805-1806. Oregon Country was dominated by fur companies
throughout the first half of the 1800s. Functioning as a de facto government prior to large-scale settlement, the
Hudson’s Bay Company dominated the fur trade throughout much of British-controlled North America. In the early
1840s settlers began to arrive in the Northwest using the Oregon Trail. In 1848 following the decision to define the
U.S.-Canadian border at the 49th parallel, the Oregon Territory was organized. In 1859 Oregon became a state.

The latter half of the nineteenth century was characterized by the forced relocation of Indian populations to
reservations, coupled with Euro-American settlement. Railroads entering the region in the 1880s allowed Oregon
residents to market agricultural and timber products, encouraging development of cities. During the Industrial
Revolution, the railway served to centralize populations in urban areas and encourage the development of small
communities throughout Oregon’s countryside. During this time Chinese and Japanese immigrant populations
increased dramatically.

Oregon’s economy is characterized by timber, agriculture, and most recently technology, service, and
tourism. The Willamette Valley provides many agricultural products including dairy, potatoes, cattle, fruits, and
hazelnuts. One of four major growing regions in the world, Oregon produces approximately 95% of the domestic
hazelnuts. The state is also a leading U.S. producer of softwood lumber. The Portland metropolitan area has several
large technology companies and retail business headquarters for multinational corporations such as Nike, with
headquarters in nearby Beaverton.

The Oregon Department of Education administers public education. Priorities have been set to develop
sustainable funding sources to address the achievement gap for minorities and disadvantaged students, support family
and community involvement in public education, and improve efficiency in education management. There are seven
public campuses in Oregon: Eastern Oregon University, Western Oregon University, Oregon Institute of Technology,
Oregon State University, Portland State University, Southern Oregon University, and the University of Oregon. There
are also many private higher education institutions. Further information on Oregon schools is available at the
Department of Education Web site (http://www.ode.state.or.us).

California history—California’s 1,200 miles of coastal shoreline features natural harbors and plentiful
beaches. The physical terrain of California is diverse with elevations ranging from the peak of 14,495 foot Mount
Whitney to Death Valley, 282 feet below sea level. The Coast Range Mountains dominate the landscape from
California’s northern border with Oregon south to Marin County, where the Peninsular and Transverse mountain
ranges begin and continue along the Pacific. The Klamath and Cascade mountains, as well as the Modoc Plateau are
on the state’s northern border. South of these are the Sacramento and San Joaquin river valleys. These valleys extend
400 miles and are bounded by the Coastal Mountains and the Sierra Nevadas, the state’s largest mountain range. The
arid Mojave Desert and the Salton Trough are east of the Sierra Nevadas in Southern California. Climatic conditions
in California are also varied, with heavy snows in the high mountain ranges, mild temperatures along the coast, and
dry conditions in the desert.

Native Americans populated the region long before European explorers arrived during the sixteenth century.
Large Indian populations lived along the West Coast and hunted sea mammals, fished for salmon, and gathered
shellfish, nuts, and berries. California’s Indian communities were diverse in their political organization with large
nations such as the Chumash, Miwok, and Pomo and smaller bands and tribes occupying the resource rich coastal
environments.

In 1769 Spain colonized the coastal areas. In 1821 California became part of the Mexican Republic following
the Mexican War of Independence. Approximately 20 years later California was taken by the United States during the
Mexican-American War of 1846—1848. The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the war, and Mexico ceded
California to the U.S. in exchange for $15 million. The California Gold Rush followed on the heels of the war and
brought about 90,000 additional U.S. immigrants into the state. California became a state in 1850.

California’s complex geophysical landscape has helped shape its contemporary geographies and economies.
Migration into California accelerated during the twentieth century due to completion of major transcontinental
railroads and highways. California immigrants quickly recognized the region’s agricultural capacity and began
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irrigating during the summer months to facilitate production, particularly fruit. Today California’s predominant
industry is agriculture, including fruit, nuts, vegetables, dairy, and wine.

California’s coastal waters supported subsistence, recreational, and commercial fisheries for centuries.
Chinese fishermen played a major role in the early development of abalone and squid fisheries in the Monterey area
around 1850. In San Francisco, and later in San Diego and also Monterey, Italian fishermen established themselves in
the rock cod, sardine, halibut, and tuna fisheries.

Farming and fishing contributed prominently to California’s history and continue to employ many California
residents.

There are several large urban centers in California, many of them on the coast, including San Diego, Los
Angeles, San Jose, and San Francisco. Significant iconic economic resources are also affiliated with these cities,
including the Hollywood entertainment industry, Silicon Valley’s computer and technology products and services, and
the celebrated wine producing areas of Santa Barbara and Northern California. Important seaports are the Port of
Oakland, the Port of Los Angeles, and the Port of Long Beach. The ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles form the
largest port complex in the nation, managing approximately a quarter of all container and break-bulk cargo traffic in
the United States.

A state constitutional mandate requires 40% of the state’s revenue be spent on public education. California
has two major collegiate education structures. The University of California system consists of nine general campuses
and several federal laboratories, and is the state’s leading research institution. The California State University system
consists of 23 campuses. In addition, California has numerous private, religious, and special-purpose schools at the
elementary, secondary, and collegiate levels.

3.2 Infrastructure

3.2.1 Current Economy

In 2000 the U.S. Census Bureau conducted an Economic Census that profiled American businesses from
national to local levels. Conducted every five years, the Economic Census uses the North American Industrial
Classification System (NAICS), which breaks industries down into 20 economic sectors. These sectors are: 1)
agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting; 2) mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction; 3) utilities, 4)
construction, 5) manufacturing, 6) wholesale trade, 7) retail trade, 8) transportation and warehousing, 9) information,
10) finance and insurance, 11) real estate and rental and leasing, 12) professional, scientific, and technical services;
13) management of companies and enterprises, 14) administrative and support and waste management and
remediation services, 15) education services, 16) health care and social assistance, 17) arts, entertainment, and
recreation; 18) accommodation and food services, 19) other services (except public administration), and 20) public
administration. Employment data on “agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting” and “public administration” are
available through the 2000 U.S. Census in Summary File 3 (SF3), which presents detailed population and housing
data.

The NAICS, developed in cooperation with Canada and Mexico, is based on a production-oriented
conceptual framework that groups establishments into industries based on the activity in which they are primarily
engaged. The U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics defines an industry as a group of establishments
primarily engaged in producing or handling the same product or group of products or in rendering the same services.
See Table 16 for the top five industries in Washington, Oregon, and California.

One way of analyzing the importance of a given economic sector to the state’s economy is to compare the
value or sale of products and payroll and employment levels across industry groups (see Table 17 through Table 19).
Data collected during the 2002 Economic Census enumerates establishments, product values, annual payroll, and paid
employees. Definitions for data categories vary across sectors because each has unique operating practices and
organizational structures. See the U.S. Census Bureau Web site (www.census.gov) for additional information on the
economies of Washington, Oregon, and California.

Employment data on the industrial sector of agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining were captured
in a sample of the population (generally one-in-six) who participated in the 2000 U.S. Census. According to the
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Table 16. Top five industries by number of establishments in Washington, Oregon, and California. These data rankings do not
consider “public administration” and “agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting” (source: http://www.census.gov/econ/
census02/guide/geosumm.htm).

Top five industries Number of establishments
Washington
Retail trade 22,564
Construction 21,701
Professional, scientific and technical services 16,963
Health care and social assistance 16,493
Accommodation and food services 13,699
Oregon
Retail trade 14,277
Construction 11,854
Professional, scientific and technical services 10,141
Health care and social assistance 9,975
Accommodation and food services 8,816
California
Retail trade 108,941
Professional, scientific and technical services 100,284
Health care and social assistance 88,249
Construction 69,023
Accommodation and food services 66,568

sample, the percentages of the employed civilian population 16 years of age and older employed in farming, fishing,
or forestry occupations in Washington, Oregon, and California were 1.6%, 1.7%, and 1.3% respectively. On a
national scale, 0.7% of the population was employed in farming, fishing, or forestry occupations.

There are two important reasons why data on employment in farming, fishing, and forestry might be
artificially low. The first reason concerns why fishing may be missed in occupational census data, even when
demographic data on fishermen are otherwise included in the census. The second reason indicates the means by
which the census may miss fishermen altogether. A more thorough investigation of the analysis of these occupations
may be warranted in order to fully explain the complexities.

1. The Census “reference week” method of counting employment based on job activities undertaken in the one
week before completing census forms. Many commercial fishing occupations are not permanent or full time
and the individual may identify with one or more other occupations when completing the census.

2. In general fishermen might be unavailable for long periods of time, including those periods during which the
U.S. Census is conducted. Some research suggests fishermen, particularly crew, are a highly mobile and
therefore marginalized population. Without long-term stable residences, some fishermen may be missed in
census counts.’

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the percentages of the potential labor force employed in Washington,
Oregon, and California were 66.2%, 65.1%, and 65.2% respectively. The unemployment rates for Washington,
Oregon, and California in 2000 were 8.3%, 8.1%, and 7.6% respectively. The national averages for the percent of
population in the labor force, percent employed, and unemployment rate were 65.9%, 60.8%, and 7.2%
respectively. The 2000 U.S. Census reports 10.6%, 11.6%, and 14.2% of the respective populations in Washington,
Oregon, and California lived below the poverty level in 1999. The national average was 12.4%. The median
household incomes in 1999 in Washington, Oregon, and California were $45,776, $40,916, and $47,493 respectively.
The per capita income in these three states in the same year was $22,973, $20,940, and $22,711. The national
averages for median household income and per capita income in 1999 were $41,994 and $21,587 respectively.
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Table 17. Top five industries by production value? ($1,000)/measurement in Washington, Oregon, and California. These data
rankings do not consider “public administration” and “agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting” (source: http://
www.census.gov/econ/census02/guide/geosumm.htm).

Top five industries Production valueP ($1,000) measurement
Washington

Wholesale trade 84,634,499/ Sales

Manufacturing 79,313,884/ Value of shipments

Retail trade 65,262,333/ Sales

Construction 27,916,123/ Dollar value of work completed

Health care and social assistance 24,707,761/ Receipts
Oregon

Wholesale trade 56,585,958/ Sales

Manufacturing 45,864,552/ Value of shipments

Retail trade 37,896,022/ Sales

Health care and social assistance 13,860,847/ Receipts

Construction 13,772,785/ Dollar value of work completed
California

Wholesale trade 655,954,708/ Sales

Manufacturing 378,661,141/ Value of shipments

Retail trade 359,120,365/ Sales

Construction 150,527,556/ Dollar value of work completed

Health care and social assistance 136,397,384/ Receipts

a Production value varies in response to each industry sector’s measure of productivity. Examples: in construction the
production value equals the dollar value of the work completed; in wholesale trade the production value equals the total sales; in
professional, scientific and technical services the production value equals the receipts from clients. Production value categories
are further explained according to each industry report.

b For California, there is no “production value” information available for the categories of information, finance and
insurance, or utilities.

The following statistical information on housing units comes from the Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF1)
and can be found on the U.S. Census Web site (www.census.gov). In 2000 Washington had 2,451,075 housing units,
Oregon 1,452,709, and California 12,214,549. Total housing units in the United States were 115,904,641. Of all
occupied housing units, 64.6%, 64.3%, and 56.9% were by owner and 35.4%, 35.7%, and 43.1% were by renter in
Washington, Oregon, and California. These figures compare to the national percentage of 66.2% by owner and 33.8%
by renter.

In Washington, Oregon, and California about 7.3%, 8.2%, and 5.8% of the housing units were vacant, of
which 2.5%, 2.5%, and 1.9% were vacant due to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. On a national level, 5.8%

of the housing units were vacant, and 1.9% of these vacancies were due to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use as
defined by the U.S. Census.

3.2.2 Governance

West Coast communities generate revenue in a variety of ways depending on a community’s municipal
structure within the state and the regulations applicable to each state. Washington has first class and second class
cities, and optional “code” cities and towns. Oregon communities are either incorporated or unincorporated.
California cities are either charter cities or general law cities. Section 3.1.2 provides more detail on the systems of
community structure particular to each state. The community profiles provide a more detailed description of each
community’s governance. Individual profiles also contain information on the sales and lodging taxes levied by each.
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Table 18. Top five industries by annual payroll ($1,000) in Washington, Oregon, and California. These data rankings do not
consider “public administration” and “agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting” (source: http://www.census.gov/econ/
census(02/guide/geosumm.htm).

Top five industries Annual payroll ($1,000)
Washington
Construction 27,916,123
Manufacturing 11,163,873
Health and social assistance 10,328,590
Information 10,262,455
Professional, scientific and technical services 7,566,562
Oregon
Manufacturing 7,173,223
Health and social assistance 5,561,201
Retail trade 3,998,810
Professional, scientific and technical services 3,594,757
Construction 3,103,299
California
Manufacturing 66,468,561
Professional, scientific and technical services 61,995,937
Health and social assistance 51,786,504
Finance and insurance 42,647,825
Wholesale trade 39,060,893

Table 19. Top five industries by paid employees in Washington, Oregon, and California. These data rankings do not consider
“public administration” and “agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting” (source: http://www.census.gov/econ/census02/
guide/geosumm.htm).

Top five industries Number of paid employees
Washington
Health and social assistance 301,315
Retail trade 296,507
Manufacturing 265,010
Accommodation and food services 199,652
Construction 167,874
Oregon
Manufacturing 184,151
Wholesale trade 183,706
Health and social assistance 165,787
Accommodation and food services 130,010
Construction 87,977
California
Manufacturing 1,616,504
Wholesale trade 1,525,113
Health and social assistance 1,434,479
Professional, scientific and technical services 1,164,306
Accommodation and food services 1,145,536
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Washington tax information—Several taxes directly impact commercial and recreational fishermen.
Commercial fishermen operating in Washington waters are subject to the state’s Business and Occupation Tax under
the “extraction” classification (0.48%); those fishing outside of Washington waters but selling fish within Washington
are subject to the tax under either the wholesaling or retailing classifications (0.48% and 0.47% respectively), unless
the fish are sold in interstate or foreign commerce.6 Those who both catch and sell fish in Washington are eligible for
a Multiple Activities Tax Credit.”

Washington levies a Food, Fish, and Shellfish Tax, paid by the first commercial processor of food fish or
shellfish, including Chinook, coho, and chum salmon or eggs (5.62%); sea urchins/cucumbers (4.92%); sockeye and
pink salmon or eggs (3.37%); shellfish and other food fish or eggs (2.25%); and oysters (0.09%). Tuna, mackerel, and
jackfish are exempt from this tax. Additionally, an Enhanced Food Fish Tax applies to the first possession of
enhanced food fish by an owner in Washington state and is based on the value of the enhanced food fish at the point of
landing.? The rate of the tax depends upon the species of fish or shellfish.

Vessels used part-time for commercial fishing purposes are subject to an annual Washington Watercraft
Excise Tax levied at 0.5% of the boat’s fair market value. Vessels used for commercial fishing purposes full-time are
subject to personal property taxes at a base rate levied by the state. Washington also levies a 10% excise tax on
fishing equipment, a 3% tax on electric motors and sonar fish finders, and import duties on tackle and pleasure boats
to fund sportfish restoration programs.® The state levies a motor vehicle fuel tax of $0.28 per gallon. Since most of
this tax is used to maintain roads, Washington boaters are entitled to a refund of about $0.17 per gallon. The
difference includes state sales tax and a penny per gallon contribution to the Coastal Protection Fund. Most diesel
fuel sold at docks is already free of this tax.10

Income from participation in treaty fishing rights is not subject to Washington taxes. This benefit is limited to
fishing businesses exclusively owned and operated by Indians or tribes who have treaty fishing rights.

Washington has no state income tax, relying primarily on a statewide sale tax for general revenue. Further
Washington tax information can be researched through the Washington Department of Revenue (http://dor.wa.gov/).

Oregon tax information—Oregon has no general sales tax, relying primarily on a state income tax for
general revenue. A 1% overnight lodging tax funds the Oregon Tourism Commission. Property tax is determined by
a permanent rate set for the taxing district. The rate ranges from $7 to $15 per $1,000 of real market value. Assessed
values are limited to a 3% annual growth rate.

Fishing businesses in Oregon, or deriving income from Oregon resources, pay a corporate excise or income
tax totaling 6% of their net Oregon income. Wholesale fish dealers, canners, and bait dealers pay a landing fee
determined on a percentage of the value of the food fish purchased from commercial harvesters. Salmon and
Steelhead Restoration and Enhancement landing fees are $0.05 per pound for round, $0.0575 per pound for dressed,
and $0.0605 per pound for dressed with heads off. Other regular landing fees are based on value; salmon and
steelhead are at 3.15% of value (including eggs and parts). All other fish and shellfish are at 1.09% of value, and
near-shore species are at 5% of value.

Vessel owners pay registration and title fees and marine fuel taxes that support boating facilities, marine law
enforcement, and boating safety education. Fishing boats and equipment may be taxed as personal property if they
are valued at less than $1 million. If their value exceeds this amount, they are taxed as industrial property. In 2004
title transfer fees were $30 and registration fees were $3 per foot based on center length of vessel. Oregon levies a
fuel tax of $0.24 per gallon. The Oregon Department of Agriculture administers four commodity commissions,
Oregon Albacore Commission, Oregon Dungeness Crab Commission, Oregon Salmon Commission, and Oregon
Trawl Commission. Fishermen pay fees to these commissions for marketing and lobbying on behalf of fishermen
involved in the specific fisheries.

Income from participation in treaty fishing rights related activity is exempt from state or federal taxes.

Individuals seeking to operate a shellfish operation on state-owned tidal lands can apply for a lease to
cultivate clams or mussels. If the application is approved, the Oregon Department of Agriculture collects cultivation
fees and use taxes.

Further Oregon tax information can be researched through the Oregon Department of Revenue (http://
www.oregon.gov/DOR/).
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California tax information—California assesses commercial vessels, charter boats, and oceanographic
research vessels at 4% of their full cash value.!! Vessels registered with the Department of Motor Vehicles or the U.S.
Coast Guard are assessed property taxes by the county where it is moored.!2 Some commercial vessels are also
subject to a Ballast Water Management Fee of about $500 per voyage.!? California levies a fuel tax of $0.18 per
gallon, of which a portion goes to marine safety and education programs and boating facility administration and
development.!4

California levies landing taxes paid by fishermen and fish processors involved in the retail sale of fish
products. These taxes vary by species and range between $.0013 and $.0125 per pound.!5 The California Department
of Agriculture administers two commodity commissions, the California Salmon Council and the California Sea
Urchin Commission, which charge fees for marketing and lobbying on behalf of fishermen involved in the fisheries.!6

In some cases fishing services employers in California are responsible for reporting wages paid to their
employees and paying Unemployment Insurance and an Employment Training Tax. The Employment Development
Department defines wages as remuneration for services performed, including cash payments, commissions, share of
the boat’s or boats’ catch, bonuses, and the reasonable cash value of nonmonetary payments such as meals, sleeping
quarters, and employee benefits.!”

California levies a statewide sales and use tax and a state income tax. Most California counties levy a tax on
overnight lodging that ranges from 4% to 12%.!8

3.2.3 Facilities

Roads—The communities profiled in this document vary in accessibility. Major road systems that connect
Washington, Oregon and California include U.S. Highway 101 (also known as the Pacific Coast highway) and
Interstate Highway 5, which runs about 1,376 miles from San Diego, California, to Blaine, Washington. Washington
State is also the westernmost terminus for Interstate Highway 90 that crosses 13 states from Seattle, Washington, to
Boston, Massachusetts. Each state also has its own highway system.

Seaports—Major port facilities and operations include activity in marine cargo and shipping, commercial
fishing, passenger vessels (such as ferries), and recreational and transient vessels (i.e., sail boats, sport crafts). The
largest West Coast fishing ports (in consideration of value and quantity of fish landings) include: Westport, I[lwaco-
Chinook, and Bellingham in Washington; Astoria, Newport, and Coos Bay-Charleston in Oregon; and Los Angeles,
Port Hueneme-Oxnard-Ventura, and Moss Landing in California.

Major international airports include: Los Angeles (LAX), San Francisco (SFO), Portland (PDX), and Seattle/
Tacoma (SEA). Many other communities have smaller airport facilities.

Rail systems—Historically significant, railroad transport for passengers and cargo is available between
Washington, Oregon, and California. Several cities provide public railways as an important component of metro
transport systems. Notable examples include the San Diego trolley system, the Los Angeles rail system, San
Francisco’s Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and Caltrain, and Portland’s Metropolitan Area Express (MAX).

Utility systems and fire/medical systems—Because the range of communities in the Washington,
Oregon, and California coastal regions is diverse, utility, fire, and medical facilities are difficult to generalize. Most
communities have access to basic utilities such as electricity, water and wastewater services, and telephone coverage.
More advanced utility features such as cable networks, cellular phone service providers, and high speed or wireless
internet are also common. Smaller communities without water and wastewater services that match services of more
urban areas are subject to growth limitations. Though medical facilities or educational institutions may also be more
limited in the smaller coastal towns, transportation systems and communication networks generally allow the public
access to necessary services within a reasonable time frame. The environmental setting of the western states,
however, is such that geologic features (such as mountains and earthquake zones) and dynamic weather (rain, snow,
high winds) may make it difficult to assume completely consistent utility features along the Pacific coast.

Tourism—Tourists are drawn to coastal communities in Washington, Oregon, and California to explore
diverse outdoor environments. Attractions include marine reserve sites, ecotourism developments, historical ports,
lighthouses, mission sites, art galleries, shopping, fishing, and local seafood. Many West Coast communities boast of
their maritime and commercial fishing history to help attract visitors. For example Monterrey, California, touts itself
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as the setting for John Steinbeck’s literary classic Cannery Row and the home of the Monterrey Bay Aquarium.
Elephant seals of San Simeon and sea lions in San Francisco are advertised as tourist attractions. Astoria, Oregon,
holds an annual “Fisher Poet’s Gathering” to bring together writers with creative descriptions about the local fishing
industry. Washington’s San Juan Islands are well-known as home to the southern resident killer whales. The
community of Port Townsend promotes itself as a Victorian seaport with historic homes converted into vacation bed
and breakfast locations and maritime themed restaurants and art galleries.

3.3 Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

3.3.1 Commercial Fishing

Federal and state fisheries are conducted in the marine waters of the U.S. West Coast. The National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Service oversees federal fisheries management. The Pacific
Fishery Management Council (PFMC) manages fisheries in the West Coast region. It is one of eight regional councils
established by the 1976 Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (reauthorized 12 January 2007). This
agency creates management plans for fisheries in the exclusive federal economic zone (3 to 200 miles offshore).
Major fisheries include coastal pelagic species, highly migratory species (HMSP), ground fish, and salmon. Fourteen
representatives from Washington, Oregon, California and Idaho comprise the PFMC.

State agencies manage fisheries inside 3 nautical miles and include the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the California Department of Fish and Game. The Alaska
Department of Fish and Game also contributes information relevant to West Coast fishermen, who also fish in Alaska.

Several tribal coalitions are organized for fisheries issues, including the Klamath River Intertribal Fish and
Water Commission (Klamath Basin, Northern California), the Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission (Portland,
Oregon) and the Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (Olympia, Washington).

Other major fishery research agencies include Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission (Portland),
National Sea Grant Program (at universities in California, Oregon, and Washington), the North Pacific Marine
Science Organization (PICES) (Sydney, British Columbia), the Pacific Salmon Commission (Vancouver, British
Columbia), and the International Pacific Halibut Commission (Seattle, Washington).

Federally managed coastal pelagic species—Coastal pelagic species include northern anchovy, market
squid, Pacific bonito, Pacific saury, Pacific herring, Pacific sardine, Pacific (chub or blue) mackerel, and jack
(Spanish) mackerel.

Pacific sardines caught in the California region accounted for 23% of the 2004 landings by volume on the
West Coast. In 2005 the top three California ports for sardine landings were Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, and
Monterey. Sardines are also landed in Astoria, Oregon.

Historically the Pacific sardine fishery grew as a food fishery during World War I and peaked in 1936. The
California agricultural sector also expanded rapidly at this time and though the use of sardines for fish meal fertilizer
(rather than a human food fishery) was controversial, there were many ways that processing plants developed the fish
meal sector.

In the 1930s and 1940s sardines were the largest fishery in the Western Hemisphere. From the 1940s to the
1960s, the fishery gradually declined, culminating in a legislative emergency moratorium in 1967 which developed
into a complete moratorium in 1974. The moratorium was lifted in 1986 and the fishery is now considered fully
recovered. The product is generally used for fishmeal, oil, live and frozen bait, or canned for human consumption.

Sardine seine fishing in Washington currently operates under a trial basis, and the Makah tribe informed the
PFMC in 2006 of its intent to enter the fishery.

Market squid are discussed in more detail in the state-managed fishery subsection.

Most coastal pelagic species live in large schools relatively close to the surface. They are targeted with
round-haul gear such as dip nets, purse seines, drum seines, lampara gear (a semicircle surrounding net with the lead-
line shorter than the float-line, hauled by a single vessel). Many nets are regulated by mesh size and/or fathom
restrictions. The southern California fleet is commonly known as the wetfish fleet.
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Incidental catch or bycatch of coastal pelagic species can occur with mid-water trawls, pelagic trawls, gill
nets, trammel nets (gill nets that are set at or near the ocean floor), trolls, pots, hook-and-line, and jigs.

Coastal pelagic species often exist in dynamic boom or bust biomass cycles and can complicate fisheries
management due to extreme annual variation. Research suggests sardines and anchovies vary in abundance by
oceanic temperature regimes with anchovies favoring cold water cycles and sardines favoring warm water cycles.
Squid populations also vary widely due to water temperature.

Highly migratory species—These species include tuna, sharks, bill fish, sword fish and others. Though
managed by PFMC, a large portion of these fish are landed outside the continental United States. For example in
1999, 78% of tuna landings for the U.S. purse seine fleet went to American Samoa.!®

Albacore tuna is the primary species harvested in this category and in 1903 was a popular canned species in
San Pedro Bay, California. Direct fishing efforts gradually caught on in Northern California, Oregon, and
Washington and eventually extended farther west into the central Pacific Ocean.

Common gear used to harvest HMSP include troll, drift gill net (most commonly used for swordfish and
shark), harpoon, long line, and seine. Gear selection depends on the species.

Highly migratory species require international monitoring and cooperative management efforts. Only a very
small portion of the fishing actually occurs inside U.S. waters within 200 miles of the West Coast. The PFMC works
with the Western Pacific Fishery Management Council to create appropriate management plans. Other treaties,
agreements and organizations include the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission and the United Nation’s
Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks. Major contemporary
concerns include overfishing of bigeye tuna, incidental take of sea turtles and dolphins, and the vulnerability of sharks
to the illegal activity of “shark finning.”

Major research institutes such as Stanford University’s Tuna Research and Conservation Center in Monterey
Bay work to bring together academics, fishermen, scientists, and volunteers to advance the understanding of some of
these issues.

Groundfish—PFMC manages more than 82 species of ground fish, grouped into five categories: rockfish,
flatfish, roundfish, sharks and skates, and “other.” The majority of the commercial groundfish fisheries occurs along
the Pacific shelf and slope area.

Pacific whiting/hake is a high-volume, low-value roundfish that accounts for 24% of fishery landings by
weight on the West Coast. The fishery has three sectors: the catcher-processor fleet processes fish on-board, mother
ship processors take deliveries from catcher vessels at sea, and some catcher vessels deliver fish to shoreside
processing plants. Major ports for Pacific whiting delivery are Eureka, California, and Astoria and Newport in
Oregon.

Hake has been commercially pursued since before 1900, however, in the early 1900s hake was primarily an
incidental catch. In 1964 the industry expanded with mid-water trawl telemetry techniques. Much like the walleye
pollock industry in Alaska, the hake fishery attracted foreign trawlers from Japan and Korea until the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, which initiated a period of rapid expansion in the domestic fleet.

In the 1980s and 1990s, the shore-based delivery of Pacific whiting increased significantly. At the time, the
primary ports of delivery were Eureka and Crescent City, California. In 1996 the Makah Tribe in Washington
requested and later received an allocation to fulfill tribal entitlements defined in U.S. vs. Washington (Boldt Decision).

Rockfish species are managed by the location where they are most often caught. Location categories include
nearshore, shelf and slope. The offshore environment is considered relatively stable while the nearshore area is more
subject to pollution and habitat alteration.

Groundfish are primarily caught using trawl gear. Trawling began on the Pacific coast in 1876 when nets
were towed between sail vessels. Steam power replaced sails and diesel engines replaced steam in the 1920s.
Washington trawlers historically fished as far north as Queen Charlotte Sound in British Columbia until Canada
closed these waters to U.S. fishermen in 1978.
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The wide variety of species allows for a diversity of capture methods including troll, long line, pots, and gill
nets. These gear types historically harvest sablefish, rockfish, and lingcod. Gill nets (including trammel nets set near
the bottom) historically harvest halibut, flounder, rays, and skates.

In January 2000 the U.S. Secretary of Commerce declared the West Coast groundfish industry a disaster. In
1999 nine West Coast groundfish stocks were considered overfished: bocaccio, canary rockfish, cowcod,
darkblotched rockfish, lingcod, Pacific ocean perch, Pacific whiting, widow rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish.20
Pacific whiting, generally a very productive species and commercially important, has since recovered and is no longer
considered an overfished stock.2!

In 2003 NOAA implemented a fisheries capacity reduction program (buyback) which removed 91 trawl
vessels from the West Coast groundfish fisheries. These vessels had endorsements for several other fisheries in the
West Coast and Alaska region.

The PFMC is considering alternatives to develop a Trawl Individual Quota program. This is intended to
improve management of the Pacific whiting fishery. Complexities of the program include determination of
appropriate eligibility, processor shares, permit leasing and permit stacking, and further analysis of privatization of
the resource.

Salmon—State, federal, and tribal entities jointly manage salmon. The PFMC fishery management plan
(FMP) is designed to attain optimum yield of commercial salmon in Washington, Oregon, and California that can be
caught in the council’s exclusive economic zone (EEZ) jurisdiction. Salmon species managed by the council are
Chinook, coho and odd-year pink salmon. Other salmon species (even-year pink, sockeye, chum, steelhead, and sea-
run cutthroat) are not included in the FMP.

The council coordinates with international and local agencies in order to effectively approach the wide range
of issues and concerns related to successful and sustainable salmon management in Pacific coastal areas. A salmon
advisory subpanel comprised of several stakeholder groups (tribes, processors, sport/charter interests, commercial
gear groups) and a salmon technical team advise the council on annual salmon related decisions.

Salmon are typically harvested by troll (hook-and-line gear suspended from poles), seine (a net capture
method which draws fish into a “purse” or “bag”) or drift net (webbing entangles the salmon directly). Some tribal
subsistence fisheries use dip nets. Salmon seasons vary depending on species and location.

Due to urban expansion and correlated habitat reduction in the Pacific Northwest, Pacific salmon have
declined to only 5% of their historic abundance. Fifteen different groups of Pacific salmon and steelhead are now
listed under the Endangered Species Act, which requires implementation of salmon recovery areas. In the Pacific
Northwest recovery areas include Puget Sound, Upper Columbia, Middle Columbia, Snake River, Oregon Coast,
Lower Columbia/Willamette River, southwest Washington, southern Oregon, and northern Oregon Coast.

In August 2005 Oregon and California salmon fisheries were declared commercial failures. For several years
prior to the declaration, drought conditions in the Klamath Basin of northern California seriously degraded critical
salmon habitat and contributed to fatal parasitic conditions and high mortality rates.

Market conditions for wild salmon have been affected by competition from farmed salmon. Industry growth
has occurred on a domestic and international scale.

State-managed crab fisheries—Dungeness crab is named for the small community of Dungeness,
Washington, located on the Strait of Juan de Fuca. This was the first known commercial fishing location for the
species and is said to be the oldest known shellfish fishery of the North Pacific coast. A small fishery began in 1848
and grew through the late 1800s. It is the only commercially important crab within Washington’s territorial waters.22

In 1997 a congressional decision gave authority to Washington, Oregon, and California to manage Dungeness
crab in state waters (0—3 nautical miles offshore) and federal waters (3—200 nautical miles offshore). This species
accounts for 28% of the value of all species landed in West Coast ports. Under the Pacific States Marine Fisheries
Commission, the three states have developed a consultation agreement called the Dungeness Crab Tri-State Process to
reduce effort shifting.
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In all three states, the basic management strategy is referred to as 3-S, which stands for sex, size, and season.
The 3-S rule stipulates only male crabs of a certain size in an appropriate season can be commercially harvested. All
others must be returned to the sea.

Crab is caught with pot gear from December until March, though the Puget Sound fishery occasionally starts
earlier. Puget Sound fishermen generally use smaller boats and lighter pots than those who work on the outer coast.
Crab pots are set in places where they can easily target the appropriate species; there is very little bycatch in this
fishery.

State-managed shellfish—Shellfish (i.e., oysters, Pacific geoduck, and Manila clams) are valuable state-
managed species.

Washington is the primary West Coast oyster producer. Harvested species include Olympia, Pacific, Eastern,
and Kumamoto oysters. Olympia oysters are native to the area and are generally quite small. In the early 1900s
California also contributed to the national oyster industry, especially in San Francisco Bay and Morro Bay.
Eventually these locations became unsuitable due to increased population and industrial pollution. Today Humboldt
Bay grows oysters suitable for market.

Washington law authorizes specific tidal tracts for the harvest of geoduck clams in the Willapa Bay area. The
Manila clam was accidentally introduced to Washington State in oyster seed shipments from Japan. The animal
quickly acclimated to West Coast waters and is now found from British Columbia to northern California.23

Shellfish can be cultivated on natural tidal flats or in holding tanks. Shellfish are filter feeders. Due to
concentrations of chemicals, bacteria, viruses, or marine bio-toxins, commercial shellfish can only be grown or
harvested in certified harvest sites and licensed facilities. Attention to these issues provides secondary benefits to
human health and the environment in places where commercial shellfish operations occur. However, shellfish are
also susceptible to disease, and the U.S. Food and Drug administration frequently issues warnings regarding closure
areas or contaminated stocks. Oysters are of particular concern because they are typically consumed raw.

Nearshore fisheries (and other marine species harvest)—Herring fisheries in Washington
historically occur inside Puget Sound and include a sport bait fishery and a spawn-on-kelp fishery. Oregon herring
are extremely sparse with only one commercial fishery that occurs in Yaquina Bay on the north coast. Herring
fisheries are pursued in four districts in California: San Francisco Bay, Tomales Bay, Humboldt Bay, and the Crescent
City Harbor area.

Salmon, though generally harvested in nearshore areas, are jointly managed by the state and federal
government. Salmon fisheries are described in greater detail in the federal overview.

Squid (pelagic invertebrates) are commercially targeted by seine vessels during the summer spawning season
in depths of 50—150 feet. They are primarily harvested in near shore areas where eggs are deposited over sandy ocean
floor. The fishery typically occurs at night with the use of bright lights that attract the squid to the surface. The use of
lights has a controversial history. They were banned in the Monterey area from 1959 to 1988 due to the occurrence of
light use on piers and to collect squid with dip nets.24 Major squid fisheries occur in central California near Monterey
and southern California near the Channel Islands and San Diego County. California market squid are used for
calamari and bait.

Pacific kelp is one of the top 10 marine products by weight processed in the West Coast region. It is the only
plant species that appears on Table 20. Kelp is generally harvested from kelp forests in the Monterey area or Southern
California. Kelp is a source of algin, a thickening and gelling agent used in foods as well as pharmaceutical and
cosmetic products. In the early 1900s kelp was harvested as a source of acetone and potash and used to manufacture
explosives during World War 1.25

Commercial fishing summary—In 2004 fish landings in Washington, Oregon, and California totaled
86,581.4 metric tons, 133,698.7 metric tons and 171,793 metric tons respectively. The combined fish landings in
Washington, Oregon, and California amounted to 392,073.1 metric tons. A few key species contribute the majority of
this harvest. Hake/Pacific whiting and Pacific sardine are especially significant (see Table 20). By the same token,
key species such as Dungeness crab and Pacific oyster contribute the most value to landings (see Table 21).
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Table 20. Top 10 species by landings (weight) in Washington, Oregon, and California combined.*

Landings % of total landings

Rank  State Species (metric tons) (all species)
1 OR Hake/Pacific whiting 59,076 15.0%
2 CA Pacific sardine 44218 11.3%
3 CA California market squid 39,964 10.2%
4 OR Pacific sardine 36,111 9.2%
5 CA Seaweed/kelp 33,724 8.6%
6 WA Hake/Pacific whiting 31,351 8.0%
7 OR Dungeness crab 12,370 3.0%
8 CA Dungeness crab 11,285 2.9%
9 WA Pacific sardine 8,934 2.3%
10 WA Albacore tuna 8,185 2.0%
Top 10 species combined 285,218 72.5%
Total landings (all species) 392,073 100%

* Source: NOAA annual commercial landings statistics, 2004. Online at http://www.st.nmfs.gov/st1/commercial/landings/
annual landings.html.

Table 21. Top 10 species by landings (value) in Washington, Oregon, and California combined.*

% of total value

Rank State  Species Value (all species)
1 OR Dungeness crab $42,957,084 10.6%
2 CA Dungeness crab $40,625,137 10.0%
3 WA Dungeness crab $29,023,544 7.0%
4 WA Pacific oyster $29,016,179 7.0%
5 WA Pacific geoduck clam $25,582,794 6.3%
6 CA California market squid $19,723,439 4.9%
7 CA Chinook salmon $17,746,439 4.4%
8 WA Albacore tuna $15,657,327 3.9%
9 WA Manila clam $15,395,568 3.8%
10 OR Chinook salmon $12,237,372 3.0%
Top 10 species combined $247,964,883 60.9%
Total value of landings (all species) $404,656,280 100%

* Source: NOAA annual commercial landings statistics, 2004. Online at http://www.st.nmfs.gov/st1/commercial/landings/
annual landings.html.

3.3.2 Fish Processing, Landings and Value

Processing companies—The majority of West Coast processing firms are multispecies, multimarket plants
that annually modify their plans in accordance with regional trends and projected catch rates. Some fish are iced
whole for direct fresh markets, some are filleted and frozen, and some are frozen for additional processing later.
Other products, such as crab and shrimp, are generally cooked before they are sold in public markets. In addition to
primary production tasks, secondary processes include carcass reduction, disposal, and sales.

Large scale processing requires navigational channels (or potential for future development), docks, moorage
and unloading facilities; cold-storage, and access to transportation. Waste management is also an important
consideration. Appropriate facilities must be available for wastewater and byproduct disposal.26
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Fifteen West Coast processing companies have more than $10 million in annual sales (see Table 22). Several
companies have branches in more than one state. Seven have branches in Washington, 8 have branches in Oregon and
10 have branches in California. Two companies also have branches in Alaska (see Table 23).

Table 22. West Coast processing companies with more than $10 million in annual sales (source: Pacific States Marine Fisheries

Commission, 2000).

Company Location
Bornstein Seafoods of Oregon WA, OR
Caito Fisheries Inc. CA
California Shellfish Company OR, CA
Crystal Ocean/Sea Products WA, OR, CA
Del Mar Seafoods Inc. OR, CA
Depoe Bay Fish Company-Tyson AK, OR
Eureka Fisheries OR, CA
Merino’s Seafoods Inc. WA
Monterey Fish Company Inc. CA

Ocean Beauty AK, WA, OR
Olympic Fish Company WA

Pacific Choice Group

AK, WA, OR, CA

Sea K Fish Company Inc. WA, CA
State Fish Company Inc. CA
Tri Marine Canning LLC CA

Table 23. West Coast processing companies with plants in more than one state (source: Pacific States Marine Fisheries

Commission, 2000).

Company Location
Pacific Choice Seafood AK, WA, OR, CA
California Shellfish Company OR, CA
Eureka Fish OR, CA
Crystal Ocean/Sea Products WA, OR, CA
Sea-K Fish Company WA, CA
Ocean Beauty AK, WA, OR
Depoe Bay Fish Company-Tyson AK, OR
Bornstein Seafood WA, OR
East Point Seafood Company AK, WA
Icicle Seafoods Company AK, WA
Dory Seafoods Inc. AK, WA
Jessie’s Ilwaco Fish Company WA, OR
Bell Buoy Crab Company WA, OR
Kingfisher Trading Company WA, OR
Trident AK, OR
Delmar Seafoods OR, CA
Fishhawk Fisheries AK, OR
Spencer OR, CA
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Fishery landings and value—Table 24 and Table 25 list the top 10 West Coast fishing communities by
weight and value of landings.

In Washington Shelton demonstrates an interesting feature regarding the value of fish landed. The top
landings in this port were salmon (502 tons) valued at $647,094, and shellfish (245 tons) valued at $1,878,716. The
shellfish contribute to a specialized local industry not found in other places. Bellingham is another community that
stands out. The fish landings that contribute to Bellingham’s relatively high rank include Dungeness crab
andgroundfish (both of which contributed several million dollars in 2000) as well as salmon and shellfish (also worth
at least $1 million in 2000).

In Oregon Astoria is the top-ranked community for largest ex-vessel ship weight. This is primarily the result
of 79.1 million pounds of Pacific sardine landings. Newport is slightly behind Astoria in total weight, but the fish
landed in Newport in 2004 were $10 million more valuable than those in Astoria. The products that explain this value
difference include Dungeness crab, Albacore tuna, and sablefish. Both ports also had high quantities of hake landings
in 2004.

Table 24. West Coast (WC) and U.S. rankings of top 10 communities by 2004 landings (ex-vessel weight) for Washington,
Oregon, and California combined (source: http://www.st.nmfs.gov/pls/webpls/mf lport yearp.results).

Rank Landings
WC U.S. Community State  (millions of lbs)
1 9 Astoria OR 135.8
2 11 Newport OR 111.2
3 16 Los Angeles CA 92.1
4 17 Westport WA 91.2
5 18 Port Hueneme-Oxnard-Ventura  CA 70.1
6 21 Moss Landing CA 55.5
7 31 Ilwaco-Chinook WA 31.1
8 33 Coos Bay-Charleston OR 29.8
9 36 Bellingham WA 235
10 38 Eureka CA 19.4
Combined landings 659.7

Table 25. West Coast (WC) and U.S. rankings of top 10 communities by 2004 landings (ex-vessel value) for Washington,
Oregon, and California combined (source: http://www.st.nmfs.gov/pls/webpls/mflport year.results).

Rank Value
wWC US. Community State (millions of $)
1 22 Newport OR 29.6
2 26 Shelton WA 27.3
3 30 Coos Bay-Charleston OR 25.2
4 32 Bellingham WA 21.9
5 37 Westport WA 20.5
6 39 Crescent City CA 20.1
7 40 Astoria OR 19.9
8 43 Port Hueneme-Oxnard-Ventura  CA 17.7
9 47 Los Angeles CA 16.3
10 9 Bay Center-South Bend WA 15.2
Combined landings 213.7
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Several Oregon ports have buying stations, where fish can be delivered but are then transported to larger
regional facilities. A 2003 Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife report suggests a consolidation of processors is
occurring as a result of changing marine resources and market impacts.2’

In California the key species for quantity and value differ significantly from the Washington and Oregon
ports. Los Angeles and Port Hueneme-Oxnard-Ventura (the southernmost California ports) rely on anchovy,
mackerel, sardines, tuna, and squid. Moss Landing (in Monterey Bay, central California) has significant landings of
anchovy, several varieties of rockfish, sardine, sablefish, tuna, squid, and Chinook salmon. Eureka (Humboldt Bay,
northern California) is heavily reliant on Dungeness crab but also has significant landings of sablefish, several
varieties of rockfish, flat fish (such as sole), and whiting/hake, though considerably less than the hake delivered to
Oregon ports.

Employment and licensing—The fishing industry provides a variety of employment opportunities
including fishing, processing, transportation, dock, and harbor work. Shellfish farming and marketing also offer
employment opportunities. For those employed on commercial vessels, the species available at different times of the
year result in fishing vessels and crew members shifting from one location to another depending on seasons and
alternatives.

West Coast states have varying license requirements to participate in commercial fishing in state-managed
waters. In addition, distinctions are made depending on position category: captains (many of who are vessel owners
or limited entry permit holders) and crew members.

Though fishermen generally have a home base, both the continual transfer of labor across state borders and
the fact that fishermen are often self-employed make it difficult to formally identify laborers and the state where they
reside.

In Washington the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife regulates the licensing process for
commercial fishing. Some fisheries in Washington have a restricted number of permit holders. This is called limited
entry. Limited entry fisheries include salmon, herring, crab, shrimp, sea cucumber, sea urchin, and whiting. Fish
buyers and dealers must also acquire appropriate licenses to operate in Washington.

In Oregon the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife publishes information for vessel owners and crew
explaining how to obtain commercial fishing licenses. General regulations mandate anyone on board a commercial
fishing vessel who participates in the harvest of fish must have a valid commercial harvest license and a vessel cannot
carry illegal fishing gear. Furthermore, commercial harvesters must sell their fish to licensed Oregon fish buyers,
cannot retain fish for private use without first selling it to a licensed buyer, cannot kill marine mammals except in
protection of human life, and cannot wantonly waste and destroy any fish or shellfish.

The cost of a commercial fishing license is $50 for residents and $100 for nonresidents. A commercial crew
license is $85. In addition to individual licenses for fishermen and crew, vessels intended for commercial fishing
must be registered. The fee for a resident-owned vessel is $200 and $400 for a nonresident.

In California the permit and license system is complex. In addition to standard crew license requirements,
some fisheries require that crew members hold a particular stamp or license endorsement. The general requirement
for crew members states anyone 16 years of age or older who uses, operates, or assists in using or operating any boat,
aircraft, net, trap, line, or other means to take fish for commercial purposes or who contributes materially to the
activities on board a commercial fishing vessel must obtain a crew member license. The license fee is $101.50 for
residents and $304 for nonresidents.

California has variations in fisheries business licenses as well. These include multifunction fish business, fish
importer’s license, fish receiver’s license, and the fisherman’s retail license, among others. More information is
available from the California Department of Fish and Game.

Employment summary—Data collected by the U.S. Census may underestimate employment statistics of
individuals in the fishing industry. Despite the reliance on census data for profiles contained in this document,
employment data on fishing was not reported in the profiles because of its deficiencies. Possible reasons for the
artificially low estimates include the aforementioned: the census reference week methodology, the undisclosed nature
of self-employment, and fishermen absent from their homeport at the time the census is conducted.
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3.3.3 Sportfishing

Sportfishing is commonly referred to as recreational fishing. People participate in sportfishing for
entertainment, trophy fishing, or personal consumption. Each state publishes a lengthy and informative handbook of
current sportfishing regulations, of which many are variable depending on target species and location.

Washington is developing a new, updated sportfishing plan. The plan is especially concerned with the
sustainable sport harvest of salmon and steelhead. General information in the pamphlet includes information related
to wire tagged species, safe boating, private property rights, and invasive species. Washington anglers are required to
comply with fish and game data collection efforts upon request.

Oregon offers one free fishing weekend per year when sport fishermen can introduce friends and family to
this pastime. Many regulations still apply during this free weekend, for example, salmon, steelhead, sturgeon, and
halibut must be recorded immediately on a permit tag.

In California the Department of Fish and Game publishes a document with all sportfishing regulations.
Regulations are specific to the intended harvest species. California offers free public pier fishing in designated
locations. Bag and size limits still apply. Like Oregon, California has two days per year when anyone can fish
without a license.

Sportfishing summary—Sport fishing is an important part of West Coast recreational culture and
contributes to the tourism economy in many locations. Opportunities for recreational fishing vary widely by region.
With the expanse of Puget Sound, Washington offers an array of inner coastal waters as well as opportunities to fish in
the Pacific Ocean. Oregon and California both offer coastal opportunities and marine species such as salmon can be
caught in river and stream locations.

Although revenues generated from sport fishing license sales and guide and charter businesses are important,
they are by no means the only forms of community development that stem from the sport fishing industry.
Communities with a reputation for good fishing also tend to be linked to the tourism industry in general, with more
tourism infrastructure such as lodging accommodations, restaurants, and other amenities. Sportfishing in many cases
is but one component of a growing tourism industry.

3.3.4 Subsistence Fishing

Subsistence fishing rights and opportunities in the West Coast region vary by state and are rarely documented
clearly.

In Washington the 1974 Boldt Decision granted 50% of Washington fishery resources to tribal entities and
generated the establishment of resource comanagement between the tribes and the state and federal governments.
This arrangement facilitates and ensures tribal access to fisheries for subsistence, cultural, or market purposes. The
tribes created the North West Intertribal Fish Commission to provide more standardized and uniform management of
tribal fisheries in the Washington.

In Oregon the Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission was implemented so tribes on the Columbia River
could focus their interest and awareness through renewed salmon management authority. According to the Columbia
River System Treaty Indian Fishery,?8 as described by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, subsistence
fishing on the Columbia River is permitted for Indian personal use or for trade with other treaty Indians. Fish taken
for subsistence purposes can not be traded or sold to nontreaty Indians.

California has approximately 100 recognized tribes but tribal land use and resource rights are minimal.
Currently the California Department of Fish and Game uses the term “recreational” for fishermen who do not earn
revenue from their catch but fish for pleasure or for personal consumption. Information on subsistence fishing in
California is captured within the broader scope of sportfishing data.

In northern California tribal entities that once relied on salmon resources from the Klamath River have been
involved in efforts to improve federal regulations and management of water rights on the river. Community attempts
to improve Klamath water policies have been largely unsuccessful, and Klamath fisheries are currently in a declared
state of disaster.
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Subsistence fishing summary—At one time tribes along the West Coast relied on natural resources as a
source of food, nutrients, and trading commodities. Over time the opportunity to engage in traditional use fisheries
has been dramatically limited by political forces and population expansion. Native American natural resource
initiatives along the West Coast have resulted in an array of contemporary outcomes. In the Pacific Northwest the
sometimes controversial Boldt Decision represents one such outcome.

3.4 Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

3.4.1 Commercial Fishing

There are federal and state-managed fisheries in the marine waters of the U.S. North Pacific region. NOAA
Fisheries Service oversees federal fisheries management. The Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC) is in Seattle,
Washington, and the Alaska Regional Office is in Juneau, Alaska.

Fisheries management in the North Pacific region is supervised by the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council (NPFMC), one of eight regional councils established by the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act of 1976. Alaska’s two federal fisheries regions are the BSAI and the GOA. Together these areas
form a 900,000 square mile EEZ.

The NPFMC is primarily responsible for groundfish management (walleye pollock, Pacific cod/grey cod,
Atka mackerel, various species of rockfish, and flatfish), crab, scallops, and high seas salmon. The Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) supervises in-season crab management for the council, and the council
works in conjunction with the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to manage halibut and sablefish/
black cod. The NPFMC has 11 voting members: 6 from Alaska, 3 from Washington, 1 from Oregon, and 1 federal
representative. ADF&G is the agency with oversight and management responsibilities in marine regions of Alaska.

Academic institutions that focus on Alaska fisheries include the University of Washington’s College of
Fisheries and Ocean Sciences, the University of Alaska Fairbanks (the state’s designated Sea Grant institution), which
has fisheries programs in both Fairbanks and Juneau, and the University of Alaska Anchorage’s Institute of Social and
Economic Research. The North Pacific Research Board (NPRB) is a congressionally funded marine science institute
whose mission is to enhance understanding of the North Pacific, Bering Sea, and Arctic Ocean ecosystems and
fisheries. Many individuals who sit on the NPRB board are also affiliated with NPFMC, AFSC, and other related
research agencies.

Introduction—Due to the large number of West Coast residents who participate in North Pacific fisheries
as vessel owners, license holders, seafood company managers, and crew, there are several labor and industry
organizations in the Pacific Northwest with specific involvement in the Alaska fishing industry. Examples include the
Deep Sea Fisherman’s Union, the Alaska Crab Coalition, At-Sea Processors Association, Groundfish Forum, United
Catcher Boats, and the North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owner’s Association—all based in Seattle—and the Seafood
Producers Cooperative, based in Bellingham.

A 2000 report by CFEC states onshore processing plants employed 2,282 Alaska residents and 6,494
nonresidents, and the offshore processing sector employed 187 Alaska residents and 3,465 nonresidents.

Offshore processing labor is primarily recruited through company offices in the Seattle region and the labor
force is often comprised of multinational workers. Under federal regulations, a potential employee must be: a) a
citizen of the United States, or b) a permanent legal immigrant (green card holder), or c¢) able to provide legal
documentation allowing work in the United States.29 If labor is conducted onboard a vessel that fishes, all members
of the crew are required to hold a valid crew license. At sea processing workers who work on processing platforms or
barges that process but do not catch fish are not considered to be commercial fishing vessel crew members and do not
need an Alaska crew member license.

In 2005 Alaska issued 7,979 nonresident and 9,877 Alaska resident crew licenses, a reduction in the annual
number of licenses sold in recent years. The 2006 total of 17,856 crew licenses was down from the 28,752 licenses
purchased in 1996. In 2005 Alaska residents held 16,883 active gear operator permits (permit to fish in a particular
fishery) and nonresidents held 4,960 permits. This also represents a reduction since 1996, from 27,569 to 21,843.
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Information provided on crew licenses are public records and a full database can be purchased from ADF&G
for $350. Information on licenses includes full name, mailing address, age, gender, citizenship, time of Alaska
residency (if applicable), license class (sport/commercial/hunting or fishing), date of issue, and whether or not the
license is a duplicate. Crew member licenses are good for all Alaska fisheries, and the database does not contain
information on the specific fisheries in which license holders participated. Alaska gear operator permit holders are
not required to have a crew member license to serve as crew on other fishing vessels and in other Alaska fisheries.
Information on gear operator permits is available on the CFEC Web site (www.cfec.state.ak.us/).

Vessel ownership and number of license holders for each state are described in more detail below.

In Washington Seattle is a hub for North Pacific fisheries vessels and companies, especially for the very large
vessels. Approximately 490 Washington residents own federal fishing permits for either of the two North Pacific
marine regions: BSAI or GOA. The top five communities are: Seattle 211 permits, Bellingham 28 permits, Edmonds
20 permits, Shoreline 17 permits, and Anacortes 16 permits.

In Oregon 82 residents own federal fishing permits for Alaska. The permits are not concentrated in one
particular area. Newport (15 permits) and Woodburn (10 permits) have the largest number of permits. Woodburn is
inland near Portland.

In California there are few North Pacific fishing licenses registered to individuals with California addresses.
NOAA’s Restricted Access Management Database lists 23 licenses with no notably congregated location.

Summary of commercial involvement in North Pacific fisheries—Alaska and the marine regions
that surround it are very large and geographic proximity does not necessarily dictate involvement in fisheries. Fishing
companies with large factory vessels are often willing to send their vessels substantial distances to participate in
lucrative fisheries. Even some smaller vessels are willing to do this.

The fishery resources available in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea face few of the industrial, urban, and
agricultural activities and general population pressures that contribute to habitat degradation, fish mortality, disease,
and reduced reproductive success on the West Coast.

3.4.2 Sportfishing

Many Alaska communities boast sportfishing opportunities as key tourist attractions, and it is often a vital
part of the local economy in coastal communities accessible to visitors by boat, aircraft, or vehicle. In 2005
nonresidents purchased 57% of the 335,327 sportfishing licenses sold that year. Many came from Washington,
Oregon, and California. ADF&G runs a comprehensive and informative Web site with many links to various fisheries
of interest to sport anglers. Regulatory information, choice locations and species and other sportfishing information
are clearly outlined. Typical saltwater species of interest include salmon, halibut, and rockfish. Shellfish can also be
harvested with sport licenses on beaches in Alaska.

3.4.3 Subsistence Fishing

In Alaska subsistence rights include customary uses of fish and game. There are no legal requirements that
define eligibility based on Native or non-Native heritage, except as specified under certain federal laws such as the
Marine Mammal Protection Act and the ESA. The current rural subsistence harvest in Alaska is about 354 pounds of
food per person per year.30 About 65% of the subsistence harvest is fish, including salmon, halibut, herring,
whitefish, cod, and Arctic char. Subsistence hunters also take marine animals such as seal, sea lion, sea otter, walrus,
polar bear, and whale. These animals may be used for products other than food such as clothing, home goods,
ceremonial products, and arts and crafts. Subsistence products are important features of Alaska Native culture.
Further information about Alaska community participation in local subsistence activities is not included in this
document, but may be found in the Community Profiles for North Pacific Fisheries—Alaska.3!
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4.1 Washington

Aberdeen
Anacortes
Bay Center
Bellingham
Blaine
Bothell
Cathlamet
Chinook
Edmonds
Everett
Ferndale

Fox Island
Friday Harbor
Gig Harbor
Grayland
Ilwaco

La Conner
Lakewood

La Push

Long Beach
Lopez Island
Mount Vernon
Naselle

Neah Bay
Olympia

Port Angeles
Port Townsend
Raymond
Seattle
Seaview
Sedro-Woolley
Sequim
Shelton
Silvana

South Bend
Stanwood
Tacoma
Tokeland
Westport
Woodinville
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Aberdeen

People and Place

Location

Aberdeen, known as the “Gateway to the Olympic
Peninsula,” is on the southern shore of the Olympic
Peninsula, where the Wishkah and Chehalis rivers
converge. Situated in Grays Harbor County, the city
encompasses 12.2 square miles of land and 1.6 square
miles of water. The nearest major U.S. city is Seattle, a
109-mile drive to the northeast. Aberdeen’s geographic
coordinates are lat 46°58'32"N, long 123°48'52"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Aberdeen’s
population was 16,461 and has remained stable since the
1990 count of 16,565 residents. The gender composition
was 50.5% female and 49.5% male. The median age of
34.9 was similar to the national median of 35.3.
Aberdeen’s age structure demonstrated a significant
population drop between the ages of 18 and 24, typical
for a community without a major tertiary education
provider. Of the population 18 years of age and older,
90.0% had a high school education (including
equivalency) or higher, 10.3% had earned a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 2.6% had attained a graduate or
professional degree; the national averages were 79.7%,
22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Aberdeen’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (84.9%),
followed by people who identified with another race
(5.2%), American Indian and Alaska Native (3.7%),
people who identified with two or more races (3.6%),
Asian (2.1%), black (0.5%), and Pacific Islander (0.1%).
Ethnicity data indicate that 9.2% identified as Hispanic.
In 2000 7% were foreign-born, with the majority from
the Americas (outside of the United States) and Asia.

History

Coastal Salish-speaking Indians have inhabited this
region since before European contact. The Lower
Chehalis people inhabited the area of present-day Grays
Harbor and relied heavily on marine resources, including
fish, seals, clams, and other shellfish. They traded up and
down well-established trade routes throughout the coastal
Pacific Northwest.!

Aberdeen obtained its name (which means
“confluence of two rivers”) from early Scottish
immigrants who settled in the area and named it in honor
of Aberdeen, Scotland. The town grew up around a saw
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mill that was established in 1884. Only a few decades
earlier the area was a stopping-off point for miners
headed to Canada. The few European American families
that settled in Aberdeen during the early years were
dependent on neighboring Chehalis Indians for resources
and transport. By the first decade of the 1900s, a
significant infrastructure had developed and dozens of
lumber and shingle mills lined the harbor as the timber
industry grew to dominate the economy of the settlement.
With the construction of a salmon cannery at the mouth
of the Wishkah River, fishing became the other economic
leg supporting the town.?

The historical Aberdeen shipyard is home to the
flagship of Washington State, the sailing vessel (SV)
Lady Washington. Built in Aberdeen, it is an historic
reproduction of the ship Captain Robert Gray sailed on
his first northwest voyage. Gray was the first European
American to discover Grays Harbor and the first
American to circumnavigate the world. Grays Harbor
Historical Seaport contains exhibits about shipbuilding
and a replica of the SV Columbia Rediviva Gray
commanded as he explored the Northwest coast and
established the U.S. claim to the Oregon country in 1792.
Today Aberdeen is a community that depends heavily on
natural resource industries, including timber and fishing.
Because of its location on U.S. Highway 101, Aberdeen
also receives a great deal of traffic from tourists on their
way to the scenic Olympic Peninsula.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 52.8% of
Aberdeen’s potential labor force 16 years of age and
older were employed, 5.8% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 9.9% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
41.4% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The largest employment
sectors were sales and office occupations (25.4%),
management, professional, and related occupations

(21.9%), and local, state, and federal governments (15%).

Aberdeen’s economy also relies on commercial and
charter fishing, shellfish harvesting, seafood processing,
tourism, and wood processing. Natural resource jobs
including agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and
mining employed 7% of the population 16 years of age
and older in 2000, but this percentage may be artificially
low given that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data. The Weyerhaeuser
Company mill in Aberdeen is Grays Harbor County’s
largest employer, employing and contracting more than
2,000 workers.3
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According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $16,092 and the median household
income was $30,683. In 1999 22.2% lived below the
poverty line, much higher than the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 7,536 housing units in
Aberdeen, with 58.4% owner occupied and 41.6% renter
occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate was 13.5%,
with 3.5% vacant due to seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use.

Governance

Incorporated in 1890, the City of Aberdeen is one of
four municipalities in Grays Harbor County.* The city
operates under a mayor-council form of government,
with a mayor and a 12-member city council. Grays
Harbor County levies an 8.3% sales tax and a 3% lodging
tax. See the Governance subsection (page 43) in the
Overview section for a more detailed discussion of taxes
affecting fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services District Office are in Seattle.
Meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management and North
Pacific Fishery Management councils are routinely held
in the Seattle-Tacoma area. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 11
miles east in Montesano. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
Station Grays Harbor is in Westport (22 miles west) at
the entrance to Grays Harbor and oversees Grays Harbor
bar, one of the most hazardous in the Pacific Northwest.
The USCQG station has four vessels and is responsible for
marine safety between Queets River and Ocean Park and
from Preacher’s Slough to 50 nautical miles offshore.

Facilities

Aberdeen is accessible by land, sea, and air. U.S.
Highway 12 (east-west) connects Aberdeen to the



Interstate 5 corridor (north-south). U.S. Highway 101
(north-south), which circumscribes the Olympic
Peninsula, runs through Aberdeen. The Grays Harbor
County Airport, available for public use, has one runway
and is located immediately adjacent to the harbor, 1 mile
north of Aberdeen. The Seattle-Tacoma International
Airport, located 88 miles to the northeast, is the closest
airport offering international service.

Aberdeen School District No. 5 has six public
elementary schools, two middle schools, and two high
schools, plus one school that offers instruction to
students grades K—12.5 There is also one private
elementary school and one two-year accredited college.
Grays Harbor Public Utility District administers
electricity for city residents. The City of Aberdeen’s
Sewer Plant and Water Department provides residents
and businesses with sewer and water services. The
Aberdeen Police Department, with assistance from the
Grays Harbor County Sheriff’s Department, provides
public safety. The Aberdeen Fire Department provides
fire protection and emergency services. Grays Harbor
Community Hospital in Aberdeen offers major medical
services. The tourism industry in Aberdeen is well
developed with more than 10 hotels and motels located
within the city.

Aberdeen’s waterfront facilities are part of the Port
of Grays Harbor complex. This facility is the largest
coastal marina in the Pacific Northwest and is home to
Washington State’s largest charter fishing fleet.® With a
650 vessel moorage capacity (for vessels up to 200 feet),
the Westport Marina offers boat manufacturing and
repair services, refrigerated shoreside processing
facilities, and vessel supplies.

There are several nonprofit organizations based in
Aberdeen that focus on fishery-related issues, including
Friends of Grays Harbor, a volunteer citizen’s group
made up of crabbers, fishermen, oyster growers, and
citizens dedicated to fostering and promoting the
economic, biological, and social uniqueness of a healthy
Grays Harbor estuary.’

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

There were at least two fish processors operating in
Aberdeen in 2000, Associated Seafoods Company and
Brady’s Oysters Inc.

Of the 44 unique vessels that delivered landings to
the Port of Grays Harbor in 2000, 37 were commercial
vessels and the remaining were for tribal commercial,
personal use, and aquaculture. Landings data for
Aberdeen were recorded as part of the Grays Harbor Port
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Group that includes the nearby communities of Bay City,
Oakville, and Hoquiam. Reported landings for this port
group in 2000 were in the following West Coast fisheries
(data shown represent landings in metric tons/value of
said landings/number of vessels landing): coastal pelagic
confidential/confidential/2; crab 186.5 t/$925,167/18;
salmon 1.6 t/$4,340/4; and shellfish confidential/
confidential/1.

Aberdeen residents owned 55 vessels in 2000 that
participated in West Coast fisheries, including 31 vessels
that participated in the federally managed groundfish
fishery. The number of vessels owned by Aberdeen
residents that participated in each said fishery by state
(WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 2/0/0, crab 21/0/0,
groundfish 6/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/O/NA,
salmon 24/10/2, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/1/0, and
other species 8/0/0.%

Seven Aberdeen residents held six federally
managed groundfish fishery permits in 2000. The
number of Aberdeen residents holding permits in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 19/0/0,
groundfish 1/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 33/9/0, shellfish 4/0/2, shrimp 7/1/0, and other
species 3/0/0.°

Available data indicate that 115 state and six federal
permits were registered to Aberdeen residents in 2000.
The number of permits held by these community
members in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
crab 32/0/0, groundfish 3/0/0, highly migratory species
NA/0/0, salmon 52/8/3, shellfish 4/1/NA, shrimp 8/0/0,
and other species 4/0/0.1°

Though several tribes along the West Coast
participate in commercial fishing, little data exist on
tribal commercial fishing in the Aberdeen area. Pacific
Coast treaty Indians includes the Hoh Tribe, the Makah
Nation, the Quileute Tribe, and the Quinault Indian
Nation. The closest treaty Indian nation to Aberdeen is
the Quinault, with a tribal center located approximately
45 miles north in Taholah in Grays Harbor County.
According to the Boldt Decision,!! the Quinault’s usual
and customary fishing area includes the Clearwater,
Queets, Quinault, Raft, Moclips, and Copalis rivers, and
Salmon and Joe creeks. Ocean fisheries are utilized in
the waters adjacent to their territory, between Destruction
Island and Point Chehalis.!> The closest nontreaty Indian
tribe is the Shoalwater Bay Tribe, located 32 miles south
in Tokeland on the north end of Willapa Bay. To help
pay for tribal natural resource management programs,
tribes collect taxes from tribal members who sell fish and
shellfish. The Shoalwater Bay Tribe and the Quinault
Indian Nation most likely compete for similar fishery
resources as nontribal fishermen fishing out of Aberdeen.



Sportfishing

Sport fishermen in Aberdeen are involved in the
West Coast and Alaskan fisheries. In 2000 five salmonid
charter fishing operators serviced sport fishermen and
tourists. Four Aberdeen residents operated three charter
vessels in Aberdeen and one in Long Beach. One Long
Beach resident operated a vessel out of Aberdeen. There
are four licensed agents selling fishing permits in
Aberdeen. In 2003 there were 12,108 sportfishing
license transactions valued at $181,398 in Aberdeen.

In Catch Record Card Area 2-2 (Grays Harbor) the
20002001 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was
2,736 fish including 842 Chinook salmon, 1,554 coho
salmon, and 349 jack salmon (immature males). In the
same year 105 sturgeons were caught in the coastal river
systems.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Today members of the
Quinault Indian Nation, the Shoalwater Bay Tribe, and
other nontribal subsistence fishermen obtain fishery
resources from the waters surrounding Aberdeen. While
tribal and nontribal individuals participate in subsistence
fishing, tribal catches are reserved for tribal use only.
Subsistence fishing is not discussed in great detail in this
community profile due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Aberdeen residents owned 17 vessels in 2000 that
were involved in North Pacific fisheries. In the same
year community members landed fish in the following
North Pacific fisheries (data shown represent landings in
metric tons/value of said landings/number of vessels
landing): crab confidential/confidential/1, Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands (BSAI) groundfish confidential/
confidential/1, Gulf of Alaska groundfish confidential/
confidential/3, halibut confidential/confidential/1,
herring confidential/confidential/1, salmon 243 t/
$415,660/11, shellfish confidential/confidential/1, and
other finfish confidential/confidential/2.

In 2000 25 residents held 40 registered permits,
including 25 state permits and 15 federal permits (note: it
is possible for individuals to hold more than one permit at
a time). Community members held three groundfish
North Pacific License Limitation Program permits.
Residents also held 1 crab, 4 BSAI groundfish, 1 halibut,
2 herring, 13 salmon, and 9 shellfish Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission permits. Residents held
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130,519 halibut and 377,352 sablefish individual fishing
quota shares in 2000.

In 2000 43 Aberdeen residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries.

Sportfishing

Aberdeen community members purchased 109
Alaska sportfishing licenses in 2000. No Aberdeen
sportfishing businesses participated in the Alaskan
fisheries in 2000.
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Anacortes

People and Place

Location

Anacortes, the gateway to the San Juan Islands, is on
the northern shore of Fidalgo Island. Situated in Skagit
County, the city encompasses more than 12 miles of
saltwater shoreline and encompasses 10.6 square miles of
land and 2.4 square miles of surface water. The nearest
major U.S. city is Seattle, a 90-mile drive south, while
Bellingham is a 40-mile drive northeast. Anacortes’
geographic coordinates are lat 48°30'46"N, long
122°36'41"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Anacortes’
population was 14,557, an increase of 27.1% from 1990.
The gender composition was 51.7% female and 48.3%
male. The median age of 42.6 was higher than the
national median of 35.3. The population had an even age
distribution. Of the population 18 years of age and older
87.4% had received a high school education (including
equivalency) or higher, 25.7% had earned a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 7.4% had attained a graduate or
professional degree; the national averages were 79.7%,
22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Anacortes’ racial structure
recorded in the 2000 U.S. Census was white (92.7%),
followed by people who identified with two or more
races (2.6%), Asian (1.6%), people who identified with
another race (1.5%), American Indian and Alaska Native
(1.1%), black (0.3%), and Native Hawaiian and other
Pacific Islander (0.1%). Ethnicity data indicate that 3.2%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 5% were foreign-born,
with 26.8% from Canada, 12.1% from Mexico, and 9.1%
from the Philippines.

In 2000 83.2% of Anacortes’ population lived in
family households.

History

Skagit County was created in 1883 from the
southern portion Whatcom County. The county derived
its name from the Indian tribe that lived along the river
known by the same name, the largest watercourse in the
north Cascade Mountains.

For more than 10,000 years people have lived in the
Fidalgo Island and Guemes Island areas. Native people
belonging to the Samish Indian Nation and Swinomish
Tribe were signatories to the 1855 Point Elliot Treaty.
The treaty gave Western Washington tribes the right to
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self-governance and set aside several reservations,
including one for the Swinomish Indian Tribal
Community on southeastern Fidalgo Island, home to
2,664 Swinomish tribal members (2000 U.S. Census) and
a smaller reservation located beyond Sedro-Woolley,
home to about 238 Upper Skagit tribal members.

In the 1700s Spanish, British, and Russian explorers
and fur traders were the first nonnatives to enter the
Skagit region. The first nonnative settlers, Richard and
Shadrack Wooten, arrived in present-day Anacortes in
1865 and established claims along the western shoreline
of Fidalgo Bay. The Cap Sante area, then called The
Portage, was home to a few homestead families around
1870. Others lived along Guemes Channel, now known
as Ship Harbor. In 1877 Amos and Anna Bowman,
residents of Ship Harbor, established a post office and
named it Anacortes, derived from Anna Curtis, Anna’s
maiden name.!

Fishing and logging industries began to dominate
the town during its incorporation in 1891. Over the next
several years salmon canning and codfish curing
industries became established. By the early 1900s
hundreds of Anacortes residents were employed in about
a dozen fish processing plants in town. In 1925 the
Anacortes Pulp Mill began operation and remained in
production until 1978. Fieldwork indicates that the
lumber industry is less prominent in the community
today; the Port of Anacortes has ceased logging
operations and only one log export yard remains.? Over
the past 50 years the Anacortes economy has changed.
Shell and Texaco built oil refineries on March Point in
the 1950s. By the 1960s most of the fish processing
plants had closed; only three processors remain in
operation today. Large housing developments were built
in the 1960s to meet the needs of people coming to the
area, some of whom were retirees. The tourism industry
in Anacortes also has grown, providing lodging,
restaurants, shops, and marinas to incoming visitors.
Several festivals attract visitors to the area including the
Anacortes Arts Festival in August, the Waterfront
Festival, and the annual “Oyster Run,” which draws
thousands of motorcycle enthusiasts.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 53.2% of
Anacortes’ potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 2.9% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 5.1% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
44% were not in the labor force, compared to the national
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average of 36.1%. The largest employment sectors were
management, professional, and related occupations
(33.1%), sales and office occupations (23.9%), and local,
state, and federal governments (18.5%).

Industries dependent upon natural resources,
particularly commercial fishing, in Anacortes have
employed the lowest number of workers but have paid
some of the areas highest salaries. In 2000 the annual
average wage for commercial fishermen in the county
was $57,810.% Finfish was the major fishery, employing
53 workers making $83,016 annual average pay.* And in
the same year, only 91 Skagit County residents identified
themselves as commercial fishermen.’ The economy of
Anacortes today relies less on fishing and logging than it
did throughout the 1900s. Natural resource jobs
including agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
employed 2.3% of the population 16 years and older in
2000, but this percentage may be artificially low given
that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data.

The top employers in the Anacortes area were
(number of employees) Puget Sound Refining Company
(378), Tesoro Northwest Company (375), the Anacortes
School District (240), Swinomish Casino and Bingo
(218), Island Hospital (200), and Trident Seafoods (200).
Sugiyo USA Inc. (100) and SeaBear Inc. (50) were
included among the top 15 employers.® Boat building,
repair, and service industries also are quite large in
Anacortes, with more than 40 businesses operating in the
community.

According to 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income was $22,297 in 1999 and the median household
income was $41,930. In 1999 7.7% lived below the
poverty level, lower than the national average of 12.4%.
In 2000 there were 6,551 housing units in Anacortes,
with 68.8% owner occupied and 31.2% renter occupied.



The housing unit vacancy rate was 7.1%, with 25.2%
vacant due to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

Incorporated in 1891, the City of Anacortes has a
council-mayor form of government, with a mayor and a
seven-member city council. Skagit County levies an 8%
sales tax and a 2% lodging tax. See the Governance
subsection (page 43) in the Overview section for a more
detailed discussion of taxes affecting fisherman and
processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services District Office are in Seattle.
Meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management and North
Pacific Fishery Management councils are routinely held
in the Seattle-Tacoma area. The closest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 60
miles southeast in Mill Creek. Anacortes falls within the
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Station Bellingham’s area of
responsibility, which includes the San Juan Islands north
to the Canada border and south to Admiralty Inlet. The
USCQG station was established in 1947 and has six
vessels.

Facilities

Anacortes is accessible by ground, water, and air.
Anacortes is located approximately 15 miles west of the
Interstate 5 corridor (north-south). The western terminus
of Washington Highway 20 (east-west) runs through
Anacortes. There is a Greyhound bus terminal located in
Mount Vernon (20 miles east). Skagit Transit provides
public transportation between the cities of Mount
Vernon, Burlington, Sedro-Woolley and Anacortes, and
upriver through Concrete. Washington State Ferries run
from Anacortes to the San Juan Islands and Vancouver
Island, British Columbia. Amtrak’s Cascade Corridor
Service, stopping in Mount Vernon, provides national
and international rail transport. The Anacortes Municipal
Airport and the Skagit Regional Airport in Burlington
(17 miles east) offer flights between Anacortes and the
San Juan Islands, Bellingham, and Victoria, British
Columbia, among others. The nearest airport certified
for commercial carriers is located 40 miles northeast in
Bellingham. The Seattle-Tacoma International Airport is
the nearest facility offering national and international
flights other than to Canada.

The Anacortes School District has four elementary
schools, one middle school, and one high school. Puget
Sound Energy administers electricity. A city owned and
operated regional water treatment plant on the east bank
of the Skagit River near Mount Vernon provides drinking
water. The Anacortes Wastewater Treatment Plant
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provides wastewater treatment. Cascade Natural Gas
offers services to residents of Skagit County. The
Anacortes Police and Fire departments administer public
safety. Island Hospital in Anacortes serves Skagit
County, North Whidbey Island, and the San Juan Islands.

The City of Anacortes has several community
services and organizations including the Anacortes
Public Library, the Anacortes History Museum, a senior
citizen center, and more than 3,000 acres of city-owned
forestlands and parks, including the 220-acre Washington
Park. The city holds several activities including the
Waterfront Festival in May and the Anacortes Arts
Festival in August. The tourism industry in Anacortes is
well developed with more than 10 hotels.

The Port of Anacortes was established in 1926 and
serves as the primary public cargo port in Skagit County.
The port is located approximately 93 nautical miles
eastward of the Pacific Ocean and 30 nautical miles south
of the U.S.-Canada border. The port operates three
marine terminals, covered storage warehouses, and
serves as an offloading site for commercial fishermen.
Curtis Wharf, primarily used for commercial boat and
ships, provides temporary vessel moorage to a range of
users. Several maritime companies including Dakota
Creek Industries, Inc., a major shipbuilder and repair
company, operate from the Port of Anacortes.”

Cap Sante Boat Haven, established in the 1950s,
contains 1,050 slips, a fueling dock, boatyard,
boathouses, and a small craft float. The Boat Haven has
two docks, or 100 slips, dedicated to commercial vessels
(i.e., fishing vessels, tugs, etc.) and 100—120 commercial
fishing vessels moor at the Haven each year.? Fieldwork
revealed that community members foresee the need for
bigger slips and deeper waterways to accommodate
larger vessels, as insufficient accommodations for the
working fleet will only have a negative impact on
commerce.” Several facilities exist for commercial
fishermen at the Boat Haven including a loading or
unloading dock, a forklift, two storage buildings (56
individual lockers), and an upland storage facility. The
Boat Haven does not provide cold storage facilities or
ice. Cap Sante Marine, Ltd., is located onsite and
provides full-service boat construction, maintenance, and
repair services.

There are only three large seafood processors in the
Anacortes area today; however local fishermen sell
seafood to several smaller companies including Thibert’s
Crab Market, Knudson’s Crab Market, Wild Ocean
Seafood, and Strom’s Shrimp. For 42 years Thibert’s has
been buying crab, salmon, clams, and oysters from local
fishermen. Thibert’s sells their products retail and
wholesale, and travels around Washington State
providing Dungeness crab for local crab bakes.



Fieldwork indicates that Thibert’s is the only business in
the community that provides cold storage facilities for a
small fee, allowing fishermen to store bait (e.g., clams,
squid, and herring).'°

Two aquaculture facilities are currently operating in
the Anacortes area. Northwest Sea Farms LLC and
Cypress Island Inc. are owned by Pan Fish USA Ltd.,
based in Campbell River, British Columbia. Pan Fish
USA operates two hatcheries and six saltwater sites in
Puget Sound and remains the only commercial salmon
farming company in Washington State providing Atlantic
salmon to the American market.!!

The Skagit County Marine Resource Committee
(MRC), a Northwest Straits Marine Conservation
Initiative, alternates monthly meetings between
Anacortes and Mount Vernon. The purpose of the MRC
is to bring a scientific and grassroots approach to
protecting and restoring marine resources in the area.
Serving on the MRC are representatives from the
scientific community, local and tribal governments, and
economic, recreational, and conservation interests. Other
community organizations include the Fidalgo Chapter of
the Puget Sound Anglers, and several Seattle-based
groups such as Puget Sound Vessel Owners Association,
Puget Sound Gillnetters Association, and Puget Sound
Crabbers Association.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Anacortes had at least three processor plants
(Trident Seafoods, Sugiyo USA Inc., and SeaBear Inc.)
that employed on average 107 people in 2000. That year
the top three processed products were pollock, salmon,
and yellowfin tuna, however the estimated total weight
processed and value is confidential. Currently the same
three processors are in Anacortes. Trident Seafoods built
a secondary processing facility in the area in 1989 and
boasts a large cold storage operation. The Anacortes
plant, with roughly 225 employees, can produce 60
million pounds of finished product per year."?

In 2000 the total West Coast fisheries landings in
Anacortes were 924,000 metric tons valued at
$3,655,818.

Of the 284 unique vessels that delivered landings to
Anacortes, 163 were tribal commercial vessels and 114
were commercial vessels. The remaining vessels were
personal and aquaculture vessels. Reported landings in
2000 were in the following West Coast fisheries (data
shown represent landings in metric tons/value of said
landings/number of vessels landing): crab 612 t/
$2,923,899/205; highly migratory species confidential/
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confidential/2; salmon 104 t/$192,040/91; shellfish 4 t/
$66,159/7; shrimp 30 t/$95,460/14; and other species 89
/$209,502/37).

Anacortes residents owned 100 vessels in 2000
including 39 vessels that participated in the federally
managed groundfish fishery. The number of vessels
owned by Anacortes residents participating in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 2/0/3,
crab 26/0/0, groundfish 9/0/NA, highly migratory species
NA/O/NA, salmon 31/0/1, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp
NA/0/0, and other species 16/0/0."3

One Anacortes resident held a single federally
managed groundfish fishery permit in 2000. The number
of Anacortes residents holding permits in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/5,
crab 34/0/1, groundfish 1/0/0, highly migratory species
NA/0/0, salmon 59/0/1, shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 5/0/0,
and other species 7/0/4.14

Available data indicate 177 state and federal permits
were registered to Anacortes residents in 2000. The
number of permits held by community members in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was as follows:
coastal pelagic 1/0/8, crab 76/0/1, groundfish 0/3/0,
highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 65/0/1,
shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 7/0/0, and other species 9/0/5.13

Many seafood processors operating in the area have
closed, including Shannon Point Seafoods, Whitney
Fidalgo, and Nelbro Packing Company. However
several seafood companies from Western Washington
come to Cap Sante Boat Haven to purchase product from
local fishermen, including Best Fish (Seattle), Blaine
Crab (Ferndale), Brant Island Seafood (Bellingham),
Camco Seafood (Seattle), McDonald Fish (La Conner),
Orient Seafood (Fife), Pacific Urchin Product (Tacoma),
Trilogy Crab (Bellingham), Shannon Point Seafood (La
Conner), New Day Fisheries (Port Townsend), and the
Waterfront Fish Company (Everett).!® Fieldwork
indicates that many fishermen have “broken down and
purchased wholesale licenses” in order to sell fresh
product from their vessels at Cap Sante Boat Haven.
Boat Haven personnel view this as a positive trend due to
the educational benefits the experience of buying “fresh
seafood directly from the boat” affords the consumer.!’

The tribal commercial fishery also plays a
significant role in the local industry. According to the
Boldt Decision,'® the usual and accustomed fishing areas
of the Swinomish Tribal Community include the Skagit
River and its tributaries, the Samish River and its
tributaries and the marine areas of northern Puget Sound
from the Fraser River in British Columbia south to and
including Whidbey, Camano, Fidalgo, Guemes, Samish,
Cypress, and the San Juan Islands, and including



Bellingham Bay and Hale Passage adjacent to Lummi
Island.

Sportfishing

In 2000 four salmonid charter fishing business
operated in Anacortes. At least five salmonid and one
nonsalmonid charter fishing businesses operated in
Anacortes in 2003. Internet fishing guide sources
indicate that there are at least 10 charter boat companies
in the Anacortes area offering fishing, whale watching,
and ecotourism excursions; however fieldwork indicates
that only five companies are directly involved in
sportfishing in the area: Anacortes Highliner Charters,
Catchmore Charters, Salmonater, Sea Hawk Salmon
Charters, and R&R Charters.!® There are two licensed
agents selling sportfishing permits in Anacortes. In 2003
there were 8,704 sportfishing license transactions valued
at $121,250 in Anacortes.

In Catch Record Card Area 7 (San Juan Islands) the
2000 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was 7,178
fish including 4,495 Chinook salmon, 2644 coho salmon,
21 chum salmon, and 18 sockeye salmon. Marine
anglers made 30,627 trips in the sport salmon fishery. In
2000 boat-based anglers in Area 7 caught 75,897. The
recreational harvest of clams (Ibs) and oysters (#) for
Area 7 was estimated to be 115,273 and 0 respectively;
harvest occurred over an estimated 19,752 user trips.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Today
members of the Swinomish Tribe and other nontribal
subsistence fishermen obtain fishery resources from the
waters surrounding Anacortes. Subsistence fishing is not
discussed in great detail in this community profile due to
the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Anacortes residents owned 109 vessels in 2000
involved in North Pacific fisheries. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represents landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing): Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) groundfish 62,234 t/
$16,043,900/4; other finfish 21 t/$31,950/11; Gulf of
Alaska (GOA) groundfish 2166 t/$2,141,830/18; halibut
499 t/$2,852,150/15; herring 728 t/$233,080/4; salmon
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3180 t/$3,510,960/60; and shellfish confidential/
confidential/1.

In 2000 Anacortes residents held 204 registered
state and federal permits, including 98 individuals who
state permits and 64 individuals who held federal permits
(note: it is possible for individuals to hold more than one
permit simultaneously). Anacortes residents held 1 crab
and 25 groundfish License Limitation Program permits in
2000. Residents also held 6 crab, 1 finfish, 22 halibut, 28
BSALI groundfish, 2 GOA groundfish, 3 shellfish, and 76
salmon Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Anacortes residents held 4,734,015 halibut and
5,728,263 sablefish individual fishing quota shares.

In 2000 164 Anacortes residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries.

Sportfishing

Anacortes residents purchased 192 Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.
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Bay Center

People and Place

Location

Bay Center is in southwestern Washington on Goose
Point Peninsula near the center of the eastern edge of
Willapa Bay at the mouth of the Palix River. In recent
geologic history, the mouth of the Columbia River was in
Willapa Bay, but the river has since migrated southward.
Sandy sediments deposited by the Columbia River along
its former course formed Long Beach Peninsula, the
western border of the bay, and Goose Point Peninsula.!
Situated in Pacific County, Bay Center encompasses 0.39
square miles. The nearest major U.S. city is Portland,
Oregon, a 126-mile drive to the southeast, while Seattle
is a 144-mile drive northeast. Bay Center’s geographic
coordinates are lat 46°37'54"N, long 123°57'13"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Bay Center’s
population was 174. Because Bay Center was not
recognized as a place during the 1990 U.S. Census, data
indicating patterns of demographic evolution were not
available. The gender composition in 2000 was 51.7%
male and 48.3% female. The median age of 30 was more
than 5 years younger than the national median of 35.3.
Of the population 18 years of age and older,
approximately 80% had a high school education
(including equivalency) or higher, 19.1% had earned a
bachelor’s degree or higher, and 13% had completed a
graduate or professional degree. The highest level of
educational attainment for 37.4% was a high school
degree. In 2000 the high school graduation rate for Bay
Center was comparable to the national rate of 79.7% in
2000, but the rate of college graduation was less than the
national rate of 22.3%. The proportion of the population
with a graduate or professional degree in Bay Center was
significantly larger than the national proportion of 7.8%.

The vast majority of Bay Center’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (68.4%),
followed by American Indian and Alaska Native
(14.4%), people who identified with another race (9.2%),
people who identified with two or more races (7.5%), and
Asian (0.6%). Ethnicity data indicate that 10.3%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 1.7% were foreign-born,
with all from Columbia.

Bay Center’s population in 2000 lived in 70
households, with 82.8% in family households.
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History

North Pacific County historically has been home to
native peoples from the Chehalis, Chinook, and Willapa
language groups.”? Goose Point Peninsula was inhabited
predominately by the Chinook, whose overall territory
included the region bordering the Columbia River and
much of the area surrounding Willapa Bay.> Chinook
groups depended heavily on fishing and coastal resources
and developed extensive trade networks within the
region. They harvested native oyster species in Willapa
Bay and fished for salmon and sturgeon in the Columbia
River and other area rivers. Starting in the 1850s native
populations throughout the region were devastated by
introduced diseases and conflicts with European
American settlers. While native populations in other
areas were decimated or removed to reservations, the
Chinook community in Bay Center remained
comparatively large.

In the summers of 1890 and 1891, anthropologist
Franz Boas conducted linguistic research in Bay Center,
reportedly the only location where he was able find
elders with knowledge of the lower Chinook dialect.*
Today native residents comprise 14.4% of the Bay Center
population, and the contemporary Chinook Nation, a
tribal organization that represents individuals descended
from several Chinook groups, holds a summer gathering
in the town each year.> Some members of the Shoalwater
Bay Tribe, a federally recognized Chinookan Tribe with
a reservation across Willapa Bay in Tokeland, (41 miles
via land) also reside in Bay Center, where the tribe
operates a small oyster farm.% Other native residents may
have membership in the Quinault Indian Nation, which
controls reservation land on the southwestern portion of
the Olympic Peninsula.

At low tide half of Willapa Bay is exposed, creating
40,000 intertidal acres that provide ideal habitat for
native oysters.” In 1849 a schooner searching for oyster
beds entered Willapa Bay and made contact with native
residents who supplied oysters in exchange for trade
goods. News of the abundant oyster beds and timber
resources in the area soon spread, attracting the area’s
first white settlers. With the California Gold Rush in full
swing, entrepreneurs streamed into the bay and began
harvesting oysters at a feverish pace for the lucrative
California market. The first permanent white settler on
Goose Point Peninsula established residence in 1853.
Others soon followed and these settlers temporarily
adopted the native name Palix, meaning “slough covered
with trees,” for the community. In 1875, following a
community-wide contest to choose a new name for the
town, Palix became Bay Center, a reference to the town’s
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central position within Willapa Bay.® By 1900 residents
of many faiths had constructed so many churches that the
town was locally known as “New Jerusalem” or “Saints
Rest.”™

Bay Center continued to grow throughout the
nineteenth century, and entrepreneurs established many
successful oyster harvesting and processing companies.
A short-lived salmon cannery operated from 18861889,
employing a substantial number of Chinese laborers
whose descendants have since left the area. Before the
construction of roads connecting Goose Point Peninsula
to other bay communities, Bay Center residents traveled
mainly by boat. As a result, the city’s pier functioned as
the community’s “main street” and the center of social
and commercial activity. When native oyster populations
declined significantly in the late 1800s, Bay Center
residents established oyster farms in an attempt to revive
the industry. In 1891 the Washington State Legislature
allowed oyster growers to purchase or lease areas of the
bay that they had been farming, creating the system of
private ownership that structures the Willapa Bay oyster
industry today. Attempts to farm native oysters were not
highly successful, but the industry was fully revitalized in
the late 1920s, when farmers began raising the Pacific
oyster, a native of Japan.

Oyster farming remains a driving force behind the
contemporary Willapa Bay economy, and Bay Center
hosts a number of seafood farming operations and
processors that produce oysters for the international
market. At least one of these companies, Goose Point
Oysters (Nisbet Oyster Company), operates a
technologically advanced, highly automated processing
facility with cold pasteurization equipment and a
machine that preshucks oysters using intense, directed
pressure. Oysters processed using this equipment
maintain a shelf life of up to 17 days and can be shipped

on the half shell to markets as far away as China.'’



Commercial fishing and processing of Dungeness crab,
Pacific salmon, and Manila clams also are important
activities in contemporary Bay Center.'!

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 42.6% of Bay
Center’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, and the unemployment rate was a
remarkable 0%. In addition, 57.4% did not participate in
the labor force, compared to the national average of
36.1%. The largest employment sectors were retail trade
(26.5%), wholesale trade (24.5%), manufacturing
(12.2%), education, health, and social services (8.2%),
local, state, or federal governments (6.1%), and
accommodation and food services (4.1%). Natural
resources jobs including agriculture, forestry, fishing,
and hunting employed (10.2%), but this percentage may
be artificially low given that many fishermen and seafood
farmers are self-employed and not represented in these
data.

Bay Center supports a number of aquaculture and
seafood processing operations that employ local residents
and form the foundation of the local economy. The
majority of these operations specialize in harvesting and
processing oysters. Employers in the seafood and fishing
industry include Goose Point Oysters (Nisbet Oyster
Company), Ekone Oysters, and Bay Center Farms (Bay
Center Mariculture). The Shoalwater Bay Oyster
Company, which is owned by the Shoalwater Bay Tribe,
employs eight tribal members.'> Some Bay Center
residents also may commute to the many farms and
processors located in neighboring communities. The Bay
Center Marina and the Bay Center Kampgrounds of
America (KOA), as well as a number of small bait shops,
employ residents and provide services for fishermen and
tourists. Weyerhaeuser and a number of other mills and
logging companies active in the Willapa Bay region are a

potential source of employment for Bay Center residents.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income was $19,325 in 1999 and the median household
income was $38,409. In 1999 13.4% lived below the
poverty level, slightly higher than the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 92 housing units in Bay
Center with 64.3% owner occupied and 35.7% renter
occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate was 23.9%,
with 68.1% vacant due to seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use.
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Governance

Under Washington State law, an area cannot be
incorporated as a city unless it houses a minimum of
1,500 residents. Bay Center is therefore classified as an
unincorporated area governed by Pacific County. Bay
Center has neither a city council nor its own separate
municipal tax structure. Residents elect county officials,
whose offices are located in the county seat of South
Bend, 15 miles northeast on U.S. Highway 101. Pacific
County, organized in 1851, has a 7.8% sales tax and a
9.8% lodging tax. See the Governance subsection
(page 43) in the Overview section for a more detailed
discussion of taxes affecting fisherman and processors in
Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services District Office are in Seattle.
Meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management and North
Pacific Fishery Management councils are routinely held
in the Seattle-Tacoma area. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife office is 45 miles
northeast in Montesano. The nearest U.S. Coast Guard
(USCG) Group/Air Station Astoria is in Warrenton,
Oregon (51 miles south), and the USCG operates the
National Motor Lifeboat School in Ilwaco (32 miles
south).!3

Facilities

Bay Center is just west of U.S. Highway 101 (north-
south). Residents must travel to nearby South Bend or
Raymond (19 miles north) to access major retail stores
and other amenities. The Willapa Harbor Airport in
Raymond provides an unattended paved runaway that is
open to the public. The Portland (Oregon) International
Airport is the nearest facility offering service."* A KOA
campground is located just outside of Bay Center, but the
nearest hotels and motels are located in South Bend and
Raymond.

Bay Center is in the South Bend School District, but
there are no public schools located in the community
itself.’> The district has an elementary school, a middle
school, and a high school, and students travel by bus to
schools in South Bend. Public Utility District No. 2 of
Pacific County administers electricity for community
residents. Residents and businesses within Section 8 and
17 of Township 13 North, Range 10 West, which consists
of 21 commercial customers and 176 residential
customers, are served by the Bay Center Water System
through Public Utility District No. 2. Residents located
outside of this area rely on private wells. Bay Center is
not served by a sewer district and residents rely on
private septic systems. Public safety is administered by



the Pacific County Sheriff’s Office and the Pacific
County Fire District #6 (located in Bay Center). The
Willapa Harbor Hospital in South Bend and Ocean Beach
Hospital in Ilwaco are the two nearest medical facilities.

The Bay Center Marina, which is considered part of
the larger Port of Willapa complex, provides mooring
space for 20 vessels. The marina hosts only commercial
vessels at a rate of $20 per month and space is granted on
a first-come, first-serve basis (no reservations available).
The facility is regularly dredged to a depth of 10 feet
below mean low tide. Construction on new steel pilings,
aluminum gangways, and 6-foot wood-planked mooring
floats was completed in the fall of 2002.1¢

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

There were at least two oyster processors operating
in Bay Center in 2000, the Nisbet Oyster Company Inc.
and the Ekone Oyster Company. The estimated total
weight and value of their processed products in 2000 is
confidential.

The Nisbet Oyster Company was founded in 1975
by David Nisbet. Today Goose Point Oysters is the
registered trademark owned by Nisbet Oyster Company.
The company has grown from its original 10 acres to
more than 500 acres of tideland on Willapa Bay with a
15,000 square foot oyster processing plant. The
company is able to shuck about 80,000 gallons of Pacific
oysters and ship approximately 1.2 million pounds of in-
shell product annually. Internet resources indicate that
the company has 45 full-time employees.!’

The Ekone Oyster Company was founded in 1982 as
a small smokehouse and has grown to employ
approximately 50 people. Ekone is still known for its
smoked oysters and farms on more than 350 acres of
Willapa Bay tideland.

In available records, vessel types and landings data
for the Bay Center Marina are aggregated with data for
the larger Port of Willapa Bay. Of the 276 unique vessels
that delivered landings at Willapa Bay, 209 were
commercial, 18 were tribal commercial, 6 were
aquaculture, and 43 were personal vessels. Reported
landings in 2000 were in the following West Coast
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
coastal pelagic confidential/confidential/1; crab 444.9 t/
$1,941,008/44; groundfish 4.6 t/$3,889/6; salmon
122.5 t/$178,084/71; shellfish 26.8 t/$73,534/63; shrimp
399.9 t/$397,143/8; and other species 13.1 t/$31,242/51.

Bay Center residents owned 19 vessels in 2000 that
participated in West Coast fisheries, including six that
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participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number of vessels owned by Bay Center residents
that participated in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/
CA) was: coastal pelagic 3/0/0, groundfish 0/0/NA,
highly migratory species NA/0/NA, salmon 4/1/0,
shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 1/
0/0.18

No individuals living in Bay Center in 2000 held
federal groundfish fishery permits. The number of Bay
Center residents holding permits in each said fishery by
state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 6/0/0, highly migratory
species NA/0/0, salmon 4/1/0, shellfish 6/0/NA, shrimp
2/0/0, and other 1/0/0.1?

Available data indicate that 21 state permits were
registered to Bay Center residents in 2000. The number
of permits held by these community members in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 8/0/0,
highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 4/0/0, shellfish
6/0/NA, shrimp 2/0/0, and other species 1/0/0.2

Sportfishing

Because the Bay Center Marina provides moorage
space only for commercial vessels, tourists and nonlocal
sport fishermen may choose larger nearby marinas and
ports on Willapa Bay. Many visitors choose Bay Center,
however, as a place to recreationally harvest oysters and
clams. Rhodesia Beach, just outside of Bay Center, is a
popular site for sport fishermen interested in digging
Pacific oysters, Eastern softshell clams, and Manila
clams. In addition, many local Bay Center residents
engage in sportfishing within the Willapa Bay area and
along the Pacific Coast. According to the WDFW, there
are no sportfish license vendors operating in Bay Center.
In 2003 and 2004 no Bay Center residents owned or
operated charter boats in Washington State.

In Catch Record Card Area 2-1 (Willapa Bay) the
2000-2001 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was
870 fish including 468 Chinook salmon, 354 coho
salmon, and 48 jack salmon (immature males). The total
catch is down from 2,137 salmon recorded in the 1999—
2000 season. The number of marine angler trips in the
2000 sport salmon fishery is not available. The 2000—
2001 sport sturgeon catch was 96 fish.

Subsistence Fishing

Members of the Chinook Nation remain heavily
involved in subsistence fishing in the area. However,
because the tribe does not have federal recognition,
members have no formal fishing rights within the region.
In the past, military intervention has been used to stop
native fishermen from using traditional fishing grounds
without permits. No specific data on native subsistence



fishing is available because of its controversial nature,
but tribal members maintain that fishing remains central
to Chinook identities and livelihoods. The restoration of
traditional fishing rights is one of the driving forces
behind continuing efforts to establish federal recognition
for the tribe.?!

Although the Chinook Nation is the prominent tribe
on the lower Columbia River and Willapa Bay, the
Shoalwater Bay Tribe traditionally extracts fish and
shellfish resources from Willapa Bay. The Shoalwater
Bay Tribe, located in Tokeland, resides on the north end
of Willapa Bay in Pacific County. The tribe has 237
enrolled members and a resident service population of
1,148.2> Subsistence fishing and shellfish harvesting by
the Shoalwater Bay Tribe is not discussed in great detail
in this community profile due to the lack of available
data. Many Shoalwater tribal members, by accepting 80-
acre allotments on the larger Quinault reservation, have
attained the privilege of Quinault treaty rights,>* however
specific data on Quinault participation in resource
harvesting in Willapa Bay is not available.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Five Bay Center residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Bay Center residents purchased three Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.
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Bellingham

People and Place

Location

Bellingham is on Bellingham Bay in north Puget
Sound, protected by Lummi Island, Portage Island, and
the Lummi Peninsula. Situated in Whatcom County, the
city encompasses 25.6 square miles of land and 6.1
square miles of surface water. The nearest major U.S.
city is Seattle, a 90-mile drive south, while Vancouver,
British Columbia, is a 54-mile drive north. Bellingham’s
geographic coordinates are lat 48°45'01"N, long
122°28'30"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Bellingham’s
population was 67,171, an increase of 28.7% from 1990.
The gender composition was 51.4% female and 48.6%
male. The median age of 30.4 was lower than the
national median of 35.3. Approximately 67.1% were
between the ages of 18 and 60. Of the population 18
years of age and older, 90.0% had a high school
education (including equivalency) or higher, 25.1% had
earned a bachelor’s degree or higher, and 8% had
obtained a graduate or professional degree; the national
averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Bellingham’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (87.9%),
followed by Asian (4.2%), people who identified with
two or more races (3.1%), people who identified with
another race (2.2%), American Indian and Alaska Native
(1.5%), black (1.0%), and Pacific Islander (0.2%).
Ethnicity data indicate that 4.6% identified as Hispanic.
In 2000 9.1% were foreign-born, with 38.1% from the
Americas outside of the United States, 34.6% from Asian
countries, and 25.7% from Europe.

In 2000 61.1% of Bellingham’s population lived in
family households.

History

At the time of the first European settlement,
thousands of native people lived in Whatcom County,
utilizing forest and marine resources to make their living.
Whatcom (meaning “noisy waters”) County, derived its
name from the sound of a waterfall at the mouth of
Nooksack Creek. The tribal population around
Bellingham was quite diverse when Europeans first
arrived. In 1857 Edmund Fitzhugh, the first Indian agent
of Washington Territory, reported a population of 510
Lummis, 450 Neuk-sacks, 150 Samish, and about 200
Sticks or Neukwers and Sia-man-nas.!
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The Lummi Peninsula, located on the northwest side
of Bellingham Bay, was once home to the Lummi people,
while the Nooksacks lived upstream on Nooksack River.
The Lummi were instrumental in the development of the
bay’s first European settlement, transporting the
Europeans to Bellingham Bay by canoe, helping
construct the first buildings, and providing food
resources to the early settlers;?> however conflict between
the native peoples and settlers did exist. In 1898
European Americans drove several native reefnetters
from the shores of the Frazier River in British Columbia
where the Lummi caught and dried fish.? Judicial
decisions made in favor of nontribal individuals further
frustrated traditional Lummi fishing practices in the
area.*

The English explorer Captain George Vancouver
discovered Bellingham Bay in 1792. In 1853, a year
after landing at the foot of Whatcom Falls, Russell
Peabody built the first mill house and post office in what
is now Bellingham. Four separate towns (Whatcom,
Sehome, Bellingham, and Fairhaven) were settled,
platted, and in most cases incorporated on Bellingham
Bay before they finally came together to be known as the
City of Bellingham in 1903.

The first town, Whatcom, boomed during the 1858
gold rush on the Fraser River in British Columbia as
thousands awaited the completion of trails north into
Canada and the gold fields. Whatcom residents built
long wharves and dredged waterways to navigate
mudflats and gain access to Bellingham Bay. The area
that was Whatcom is now called Old Town. In the mid-
1800s the second town, Sehome, was dominated by a
company from San Francisco that built a coal mine,
which facilitated the bay’s economy. Later the company
provided funds for a local railroad to explore additional
coal resources. Today what was Sehome is Bellingham’s
downtown. The third community, Fairhaven, located just
south of Bellingham, experienced periods of economic
success and adversity. Today the name Fairhaven is used
for the commercial and suburban area on Bellingham’s
south side. In the early 1860s the Union Coal Company
developed on Bellingham Bay and the surrounding
community was called Unionville. Over the next two
decades other enterprises failed. In 1888 a Fairhaven
developer purchased several empty lots on the bay and
the area became part of Fairhaven on its incorporation in
1890. When the four towns decided to consolidate in
1903, the City of Bellingham had a population of 22,000
which grew to over 30,000 during the next decade.’

The Lummi Tribe continues to have a strong
presence in the Bellingham area. The tribal offices are

76

2000 Employment structure

Not in labor force

33.6%
Employed
59.6%
Unemployed
6.8%

located in Bellingham, as are centers of fitness, family
services, employment and training, a police station, and
an extensive Natural Resources Department. According
to 2000 U.S. Census data, 4,193 tribal members lived on
the Lummi reservation 7 miles northwest of Bellingham.
The Nooksack tribal offices are in Deming 15 miles
northeast.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 59.6% of
Bellingham’s potential labor force 16 years of age and
older were employed, 6.8% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 10.3% (calculated by dividing
the unemployed population by the labor force). In
addition, 33.6% were not in the labor force, compared to
the national average of 36.1%. The largest employment
sectors were management, professional, and related
occupations (33.3%), sales and office occupations
(28.4%), and local, state, and federal governments
(16.8%). Natural resource jobs including agriculture,
forestry, fishing, and hunting employed 0.9%, but this
percentage may be artificially low given that many
fishermen are self-employed and are underrepresented in
these data.

The top employers in the City of Bellingham are St.
Joseph Hospital (1,775) and Western Washington
University (1,570).6 Bellingham’s economy today relies
less on mining, salmon canneries, and lumber than it did
throughout the majority of the 1990s, and is more
oriented toward tourism, retail, and the burgeoning
academic population surrounding Western Washington
University.” Lumber and fishing are still important
economic activities in Bellingham, but the scale and
method of production has evolved; mass production has
slowed to meet specialized consumer demand and



mediate environmental concerns. During World War I
Bellingham enjoyed a growth of shipbuilding and repair
businesses and the industry has remained an important
part of Bellingham’s economic base. The shipbuilding
industry is focused on metal fabrication, commercial and
governmental shipbuilding and repair, and the
construction of aluminum boats.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $19,483 and the median household
income was $32,530. In 1999 20.6% lived below the
poverty level, compared to the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 29,474 housing units in
Bellingham, with 48.2% owner occupied and 51.8%
renter occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate was 5%,
with 9.1% vacant due to seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use.

Governance

Incorporated in 1903, the City of Bellingham has a
council-mayor form of government. The mayor is
elected to four-year terms as the city’s chief executive
and administrative officer. Whatcom County levies an
8.3% sales tax and a 4% lodging tax. See the
Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The nearest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 70 miles south in
Mill Creek. The U.S. Coast Guard Station (USCG)
Bellingham’s area of responsibility includes the San Juan
Islands north to the Canada border and south to
Admiralty Inlet. The USCG station works in close
partnership with the Canadian Coast Guard and is
occasionally involved in international search and rescue,
and law enforcement operations. It was established in
1947 and maintains six vessels.

Facilities

Bellingham is accessible by ground, sea, and air.
Bellingham is located on the Interstate 5 (north-south)
corridor. The major east-west highways are Interstate 90
in Seattle and Canadian National 1, approximately 50
miles north in Vancouver, British Columbia. Amtrak’s
Cascade Corridor Service, stopping in Bellingham,
provides national and international rail passenger service.
Bellingham International Airport is 3 miles northwest of
the city and is served by United Express, West Isle Air,
and Alaska Airlines. The Vancouver (British Columbia)
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International Airport and Seattle-Tacoma International
Airport are the nearest major facilities. Bellingham
serves as a departing point for northbound travelers
aboard the Alaska Marine Highway’s ferries, operating
year round to numerous ports throughout Alaska.
Additional foot ferry services and charter vessels run
from the Port of Bellingham’s Cruise Terminal to
Victoria, British Columbia, and the San Juan Islands in
Washington.

The Bellingham School District has 13 elementary
schools, 4 middle schools, and 10 high schools. There
are 12 private schools in the Bellingham area and the
Whatcom Home School Association provides assistance
for families involved in home-school efforts. There are
several universities and colleges in Bellingham,
including Western Washington University, Whatcom
Community College, Bellingham Technical College, and
the Northwest Indian College.

Puget Sound Energy administers electricity for city
residents. The City of Bellingham supplies water, with
Lake Whatcom, located east of Bellingham, the major
source. The City of Bellingham’s Wastewater Division
within the Department of Public Works provides
wastewater treatment. Cascade Natural Gas offers
service to Bellingham and surrounding communities.
The Bellingham Police and Fire departments administer
public safety. St. Joseph’s Hospital in Bellingham is the
only major medical facility in Whatcom County and
provides a full range of inpatient and outpatient services.

The City of Bellingham has numerous community
services and organizations, including the Whatcom
Museum of History and Art, the Bellingham Public
Library Main Library and Fairhaven Branch, nearly 100
parks, and a civic stadium. The tourism industry in
Bellingham is well developed with more than 100 hotels
and motels in the area. The city is also home to
Bellingham’s Maritime Heritage Center, an urban park
where you can fish for salmon and steelhead on
Whatcom Creek and learn about the Whatcom Creek
Hatchery operation. Sport fishermen return to the creek
every year during salmon season 1 August—31 December.

The Port of Bellingham’s facilities include a bulk
and break-bulk shipping terminal (channel depth 32 feet;
berthing space 1,360 feet), the Bellingham cruise
terminal, and two harbors. The Port of Bellingham’s
Squalicum and Blaine harbors provide moorage for
commercial and pleasure boats in the Bellingham area.
At Squalicum Harbor, the port is developing a
fishermen’s wharf facility for direct marketing of spot
prawns, salmon, and Dungeness crab. Blaine Harbor,
located at the U.S.-Canada border, is homeport to more
than 600 commercial and pleasure boats and has more
than 700 feet of visitor moorage. Bellingham Cold



Storage is a full-service public refrigerated warehouse
located on the waterfront providing services for a variety
of food and seafood products in addition to freezing,
boxing, ice sales, ship loading and unloading, and cargo
pooling.

A number of aquaculture and hatchery
organizations, facilities, and their associated supply
businesses are located in Bellingham, including the
Washington Farmed Salmon Commission, Lummi
Shellfish Hatchery, Whatcom Falls Trout Hatchery, and
Whatcom Creek Hatchery. The Lummi Shellfish
Hatchery specializes in the culture of geoduck clams,
Manila clams, and oysters. The Whatcom Creek
Hatchery, established in 1978, works to enhance local
salmon runs. The Whatcom Creek Hatchery at the
Maritime Heritage Center in Bellingham is operated by
students in the fisheries technology program at
Bellingham Technical College; the program prepares
students for employment in a variety of fishery-related
occupations with an emphasis on aquaculture. The
facility has the capacity to raise around 6 million fish
annually and donates more than 2 million eggs to other
enhancement groups.

There are several nonprofit organizations working in
Bellingham that focus on fishery-related issues. The
local marine resource committee (MRC), part of the
Northwest Straits Marine Conservation Initiative, brings
a scientific and grassroots approach to protecting and
restoring marine resources works in the Bellingham area.
Serving on the MRC are representatives from the
scientific community, local and tribal governments, and
economic, recreational, and conservation interests. Other
community organizations include the Nooksack Salmon
Enhancement Association and the Nooksack Recovery
Team, working to restore fish habitat in the Nooksack
watershed. The Puget Sound Action Team, based in
Olympia, has several ongoing watershed, public
involvement, and education projects in the Bellingham
area.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Bellingham had at least nine seafood processors in
2000: Arrowac Fisheries Inc., Bornstein Seafoods Inc.,
Cascade Seafoods, Icicle Seafoods Inc., New West
Fisheries Inc., San Juan Seafoods Inc., Trans-Ocean
Products, Trident Seafoods, and Trilogy Pacific Inc.
These processors had 676 employees in 2000. Many of
those employed by processors in the area are Hispanic.?
In 2000 an estimated 59,412,691 pounds of fish were
processed and valued at $98,844,938. In 2000 the top
three processed products in the community in terms of
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pounds and revenue earned were: pollock 39,519,145 Ibs/
$44,844,078; salmon 6,520,820 1bs/$14,533,181; and
halibut 5,751,304 1bs/$19,820,649. Bornstein Seafoods,
historically a groundfish processing and distribution
company, is expanding to process and distribute Oregon
seafood products. In the 1990s the company invested in
a processing plant in Astoria, Oregon, specializing in bait
sardine processing, and purchased an Ocean Beauty plant
in Newport, Oregon. New West also has invested in
facilities to process sardines.’ Seafood Producer’s
Cooperative, a large and successful fishermen’s
cooperative, is based in Bellingham; members produce,
process, and market troll salmon and longline fish.
Wildcatch Seafood, a business dedicated to improving
the lives of independent fishermen in Alaska, markets
wild salmon to co-ops, natural food stores, and other
high-end retailers.

Landings data for Bellingham includes records from
the nearby community of Marietta. Of the 1,268 unique
vessels that delivered landings to Bellingham and
Marietta in 2000, 735 were tribal commercial vessels,
375 were commercial vessels, 157 were for personal use,
and 1 was for aquaculture. Landings were in the
following West Coast fisheries (data shown represents
landings in metric tons/value of said landings/number of
vessels landing): coastal pelagic confidential/
confidential/1; crab 1,300 t/$6,000,290/368; groundfish
5,461 t/$4,699,501/77; salmon 1,117 t/$2,373,443/669;
shellfish 276 t/$1,447,756/234; shrimp 27 t/$302,812/53;
and other species 621 1/$3,998,297/82.

Bellingham residents owned 224 vessels in 2000,
including 97 vessels that participated in the federally
managed groundfish fishery (10 vessels became part of
the Groundfish Vessel Buyback Program in 2003). The
number of vessels that participated in each said fishery
by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 7/11/6, crab
58/2/0, groundfish 23/0/NA, highly migratory species
NA/O/NA, salmon 83/0/0, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp
NA/0/0, and other species 30/0/0.'°

Three Bellingham residents held three federally
managed groundfish fishery permits in 2000. The
number of Bellingham residents that held permits in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic
16/14/63, crab 50/1/0, groundfish 8/0/0, highly migratory
species NA/0/0, salmon 208/1/0, shellfish 0/0/NA,
shrimp 3/0/0, and other species 22/0/1.11

Available data indicate that 551 state and federal
permits were registered to Bellingham residents in 2000.
The number of permits held by community members in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal
pelagic 17/14/141, crab 89/0/0, groundfish 21/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 236/0/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, shrimp 3/0/0, and other species 26/0/1.!2



The tribal commercial fishery plays a significant
role in local fishing industry. The Lummi Natural
Resource Department has offices in Bellingham
encompassing several divisions, including Natural
Resource Harvest Management, Shellfish Operations,
and Water Resources. Shellfish Operations provides a
sustainable shellfish program through the sale of oyster
and clam products using the shellfish hatchery, Lummi
Island Sea Pond, and tribal tidelands.

According to the Boldt Decision,'? in addition to
several reef-net locations (i.e., Orcas, San Juan, Lummi,
and Fidalgo islands, and near Point Roberts and Sandy
Point), the usual and accustomed fishing grounds of the
Lummi Indians at treaty times included the marine areas
of northern Puget Sound from the Fraser River in British
Columbia south to the northern outskirts of Seattle (as
they existed in 1974), and particularly Bellingham Bay.
Freshwater fisheries included the river drainage systems,
especially the Nooksack River, emptying into the bays
from Boundary Bay south to Fidalgo Bay.

Sportfishing

In 2000 there were at least one salmonid and one
nonsalmonid charter fishing operators in Bellingham. In
2003 at least two salmonid charter fishing businesses
operated in Bellingham. There were nine licensed agents
selling fishing permits in Bellingham. In 2003 there
were 20,090 sportfishing license transactions valued at
$339,527.

In Catch Record Card Area 7 (San Juan Islands) the
2000 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was 7,178
fish, including 4,495 Chinook salmon, 2,644 coho
salmon, 21 chum salmon, and 18 sockeye salmon.
Marine angler made 30,627 trips in the sport salmon
fishery in 2000. Boat-based anglers caught 5,897
bottomfish in Area 7. The recreational harvest of clams
(Ibs) and oysters (#) for Area 7 in 2000 was estimated to
be 115,273 and 0 respectively; harvest occurred over an
estimated 19,752 user trips.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Today
members of the Lummi Tribe and other nontribal
subsistence fishermen obtain fishery resources from the
waters surrounding Bellingham. Subsistence fishing is
not discussed in great detail in this community profile
due to the lack of available data.
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Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Bellingham residents owned 220 vessels
that were involved in North Pacific fisheries.
Community members landed fish in the following North
Pacific fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
crab confidential/confidential/3; Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) groundfish 7,312.7 t/$2,970,760/6; other
finfish 1.2 t/$610/5; Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish
1,487.6 t/$1,230,280/17; halibut 171.5 t/$985,480/10;
herring 1,878.6 t/$614,360/38; salmon 8,386.3 t/
$7,416,500/136; shellfish 36.6 t/$154,710/9; and scallops
confidential/confidential/1.

In 2000 Bellingham residents held 357 state and
federal registered permits, including 201 individuals who
held state permits and 85 who held registered federal
permits (note: it is possible for individuals to hold more
than one permit at a time). Community members held 9
crab, 27 groundfish, and 1 scallop License Limitation
Program permits in 2000. Residents held 2 crab, 33
BSALI groundfish, 18 halibut, 66 herring, 165 salmon, 1
scallop, and 16 shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission permits in 2000. Bellingham residents held
3,380,256 halibut and 1,678,178 sablefish individual
fishing quota shares in 2000.

Bellingham residents held 367 crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Bellingham community members purchased 521
Alaska sportfishing licenses in 2000. That year six
Bellingham sportfishing businesses participated in
Alaskan fisheries.

Notes

1. Northwest Waterfront. 2000. Bellingham, Washington.
Online at http://www.nwwf.com/profile/whabel.htm [accessed 31
January 2007].

2. Whatcom Museum. 2004. History of Bellingham. Online at
http://www.whatcommuseum.org [accessed 31 January 2007].

3. T. Schlosser. 1978. Washington’s resistance to treaty Indian
commercial fishing: The need for judicial apportionment. Online at
http://www.msaj.com/papers/commfish.htm [accessed 31 January
2007].

4. See note 3.

5. See note 2.

6. Johnson Real Estate Team. No date. Top employers. Online
at http://www.johnsonteamrealestate.com/relo_topemployers.cfm
[accessed 31 January 2007].

7. Bellingham Herald. 2002. Bellingham. Online at http://
cityguide.bellinghamherald.com/fe/communities/profile.asp
?businessid=1042 [accessed 31 January 2007].



8. H.J. Brown. 2002. Processing is entry into fishing industry.
The Bellingham Herald, Bellingham, WA, 3 March 2002, S4.

9. ODFW (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife). 2003.
Oregon’s commercial fishing industry: Review of years 2000 and
2001, preliminary estimates for 2002, outlook for 2003. Online at
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/odfwhtml/commercial/
commercial fishing report.pdf [accessed 27 January 2007].

10. NA refers to data that were available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

11. See note 8.

12. See note 8.

13. Center for Columbia River History. No date. Boldt
Decision. Online at http://www.ccrh.org/comm/river/legal/boldt.htm
[accessed 31 January 2007].
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Blaine

People and Place

Location

Blaine is on Drayton Harbor at the northernmost
edge of the Puget Sound, just south of the U.S.-Canada
border. Situated in Whatcom County, the city
encompasses 5.5 square miles of land and 3.0 square
miles of water. The nearest major U.S. city is Seattle, a
111-mile drive south. Blaine’s geographic coordinates
are lat 48°59'38"N, long 122°44'45"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Blaine’s
population was 3,770, a significant increase from 2,489
in 1990. The gender composition was 51.4% female and
48.6% male. The median age of 38.6 years was above
the national average of 35.3. The age structure in Blaine
demonstrated usual population trends for a community
without a major tertiary education provider. Of the
population 18 years of age and older, 80.6% had a high
school education (including equivalency) or higher,
20.7% had earned a bachelor’s degree or higher, and
8.2% had attained a graduate or professional degree; the
national averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8%
respectively. For 28.2% a high school degree or
equivalent was the highest level of educational
attainment.

The vast majority of Blaine’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (87.7%),
followed by Asian (4.2%), people who identified with
two or more races (3.8%), people who identified with
another race (1.3%), black (1.2%), American Indian and
Alaska Native (1.1%), and Native Hawaiian and other
Pacific Islander (0.7%). Ethnicity data indicate that 4.4%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 19.3% were foreign-born,
with the majority from the Americas outside of the
United States, followed by people from Europe. Of the
people identifying ancestry, most were German, English,
or Irish.

In 2000 84% of Blaine’s population lived in family
households.

History

At the time of the first European settlement, more
than 1,000 native people lived in Whatcom County
utilizing forest and marine resources. Whatcom
(meaning “noisy waters”) County, derived its name from
the sound of a waterfall at the mouth of Nooksack Creek.
Initially known as Semiahmoo, Blaine was already an
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ambitious settlement by 1858, although it was not
incorporated until 1890. The initial name came from the
tribe of Salish Indians who inhabited the Semiahmoo Bay
area at a time when commercial interests attracted
proprietors and European American settlers. Blaine was
officially settled in 1856, corresponding with the U.S.
Boundary Survey Commission’s survey of the 49th
parallel. During the falls and winters of 1857-1859,
soldiers were stationed in the area to complete the
construction of the boundary line. Within a few years,
the town had begun to prosper significantly from
outfitting gold miners heading north to the Fraser River
in British Columbia. Blaine was the site of Whatcom
County’s first salmon cannery, built in 1881, which later
became the Alaska Packers Association. Reaching a
productive peak in the 1950s, the cannery eventually was
sold and, indicating the economic changes at the turn of
the century, is now the current location of a four-star
resort.!

Prior to this recent stage of the immediate area’s
history, the Semiahmoo people dominated the region
from Boundary Bay to the north and Birch Bay to the
south. A 328-acre reservation now runs along the
international border. During the mid-1800s, Snokomish
people who survived the devastating smallpox epidemics
joined the Semiahmoo, subsequently making the
Semiahmoo heirs to the Snokomish territory.? The
Semiahmoo belong to a group of tribes called the Straight
Salish, a division of the Coast Salish. The Straight Salish
are distinguished from their neighbors through their
unique language and their most important subsistence
practice, reef-net fishing during annual salmon runs.
Distinct from smaller mobile nets and traps used for
stream fishing by their neighbors to the north and south,
the elaborate reef nets were used by the Semiahmoo in
saltwater channels off the southern shore of Vancouver
Island in British Columbia and the San Juan Islands.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 54.6% of
Blaine’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 4% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 6.9% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
41.3% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The major employment
sectors were education, health, and social services
(15.2%), local, state, and federal governments (14.4),
retail (14.3%), and manufacturing (11.3%).

Blaine’s economy was historically based on natural
resource extraction industries. While the agriculture,
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fishing, and timber sectors have declined in the latter part
of the twentieth century, they remain strong elements of
the county’s contemporary economy. Although the
annual average income in agriculture, forestry, and
fishing industry combined is lower than the statewide
salary average, the fishing, hunting, and trapping industry
has typically offered the highest average salaries in the
county. However in 2000 only 77 people participated in
that industry.?

Since 1970 the number of jobs in the county has
increased by 275% compared to a statewide increase of
245%, although this trend shows signs of reversing in
recent years. The largest proportion of new jobs has been
in trade and services, due largely to periods of
particularly favorable rates of exchange between U.S.
and Canada currencies.*

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $20,333 and the median household
income was $36,900. In 1999 15.5% lived below the
poverty level, higher than the national average of 12.4%.
In 2000 there were 1,737 housing units in Blaine, with
57% owner occupied and 43% renter occupied. The
housing unit vacancy rate was 14%, with 45.6% vacant
due to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

The City of Blaine has a council-manager form of
government. There are seven elected city council
members who appoint a city manager. The city manager
is responsible for the efficient administration of all city
government, including appointing the heads of the city
departments. Whatcom County, including Blaine, levies
an 8.3% sales tax and a 4% lodging tax. See the
Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.



The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The nearest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 93 miles south in
Mill Creek. Blaine falls within the U.S. Coast Guard
(USCQ) Station Bellingham’s area of responsibility,
which includes the San Juan Islands north to the Canada
border and south to Admiralty Inlet. The USCG works in
close partnership with the Canadian Coast Guard and is
occasionally involved in international search and rescue
and law enforcement operations. The Bellingham station
(21 miles south) was established in 1947 and maintains
six vessels.

Facilities

Blaine is accessible by ground, sea, and air. Blaine
is located on the Interstate 5 corridor (north-south). The
nearest major east-west highways are Interstate 90 (in
Seattle) and Canadian National 1, approximately 50
miles north in Vancouver, British Columbia. Amtrak’s
Cascade Corridor Service provides national and
international rail passenger service. The Blaine
Municipal Airport, a small airport with self-service
facilities such as fueling and tie-down, is nearby. The
Bellingham Airport is the nearest facility offering
passenger service. Vancouver (British Columbia)
International Airport and Seattle-Tacoma International
Airport are the nearest major facilities.

The Blaine School District has two primary schools,
one elementary school, one middle school, and one high
school. The City of Blaine provides water, sewer, storm
water, and electrical services. The Blaine Police and Fire
departments administer public safety. St. Joseph’s
Hospital, Whatcom County’s only major medical facility,
is in Bellingham. The tourism industry in Blaine is well
developed with numerous hotels and motels.

Blaine Harbor, managed by the Port of Bellingham,
serves as a U.S. port of entry. The newly renovated
harbor has nearly 600 state-of-the-art boat slips for
commercial and pleasure boats. The harbor provides
year-round permanent moorage, more than 700 feet of
visitor moorage, and several marine service facilities
including marine supply stores, a fueling dock, portable
pump-out stations, and new concrete floats. The harbor
also offers a public meeting room, waterfront trails,
restaurants and a complimentary shuttle service into
town, free parking, and 24-hour onsite staff.
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Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

There were at least two seafood processors
operating in Blaine in 2000, Boundary Fish Company
and Sea K. Fish Company. Of the 471 unique vessels
that delivered landings to Blaine, 236 were commercial
vessels, 165 were tribal commercial vessels, and 70 were
for personal use. Reported landings were in the
following West Coast fisheries (data shown represent
landings in metric tons/value of said landings/number of
vessels landing): crab 581 t/$2,637,349/192; groundfish
2,026 t/$1,301,259/26; highly migratory species
confidential/confidential/l; salmon 375 t/$898,579/177;
shellfish 2 t/$6734/9; shrimp 2 t/$15,790/9; and other
species 174 1/$462,062/39.

Blaine residents owned 41 vessels in 2000,
including 22 that participated in the federally managed
groundfish fishery. The number of vessels owned by
Blaine residents in 2000 participating in each said fishery
by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 4/1/0, crab
23/2/0, groundfish 26/0/NA, highly migratory species
NA/O/NA, salmon 30/0/0, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp
NA/0/0, and other species 14/0/0.

Five Blaine residents held four federally managed
groundfish fishery permits in 2000. The number holding
permits in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
coastal pelagic 3/1/6, crab 24/0/0, groundfish 7/0/1,
highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 46/0/0,
shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 2/0/0, and other species 2/0/0.6

Available data indicate that 271 state and federal
permits were registered to Blaine residents in 2000. The
number in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
coastal pelagic 3/1/141, crab 38/0/0, groundfish 27/0/0,
highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 52/0/0,
shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 2/0/0, and other species 2/0/1.7

The tribal commercial fishery also plays a
significant role in the local fishing industry. The Lummi
Natural Resource Department has offices in nearby
Bellingham encompassing several divisions including
Natural Resource Harvest Management, Shellfish
Operations, and Water Resources. The Shellfish
Operation provides a sustainable shellfish program
through the sale of oyster and clam products using the
shellfish hatchery, Lummi Island Sea Pond, and tribal
tidelands.

According to the Boldt Decision,? in addition to
several reef-net locations (i.e., Orcas, San Juan, Lummi,
and Fidalgo islands, and near Point Roberts and Sandy
Point), the usual and accustomed fishing places of the
Lummi Tribe at treaty times included the marine areas of
northern Puget Sound from the Fraser River in British



Columbia south to the northern outskirts of Seattle (as
they existed in 1974), and particularly Bellingham Bay.
Freshwater fisheries included the river drainage systems,
especially the Nooksack River, emptying into the bays
from Boundary Bay south to Fidalgo Bay.

Sportfishing

In 2000 there was at least one salmonid charter
fishing operator in Blaine. As of May 2005, two licensed
agents were selling fishing permits in Blaine. In 2003
there were 5,332 sportfishing license transactions in
Blaine valued at $66,342.58.

In Catch Record Card Area 7 (San Juan Islands) the
2000 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was 7,178
fish, including 4,495 Chinook salmon, 2,644 coho
salmon, 21 chum salmon, and 18 sockeye salmon.
Marine anglers made 30,627 trips to the sport salmon
fishery. Boat-based anglers caught 5,897 bottomfish in
Area 7. The recreational harvest of clams (Ibs) and
oysters (#) for Area 7 in 2000 was estimated to be
115,273 and 0 respectively; harvest occurred over an
estimated 19,752 user trips.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Today
members of the Lummi Tribe and other nontribal
subsistence fishermen obtain fishery resources from the
waters surrounding Blaine. Subsistence fishing is not
discussed in great detail in this community profile due to
the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Blaine residents owned 22 vessels involved
in North Pacific fisheries. Community members landed
fish in the following North Pacific fisheries (data shown
represent landings in metric tons/value of said landings/
number of vessels landing): Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) groundfish confidential/confidential/1;
other finfish confidential/confidential/2; Gulf of Alaska
(GOA) groundfish 2,513 mt/$898,440/4; halibut
confidential/confidential/2; herring confidential/
confidential/l; salmon 3,621 mt/$1,709,500/18; and
shellfish confidential/condfidential/2.

In 2000 Blaine residents held 50 state and federal
registered permits, including 12 individuals who held
state permits and 30 who held federal permits (note: it is
possible for individuals to hold more than one permit
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simultaneously). Blaine residents held five groundfish
License Limitation Program permits. Community
members held 6 BSAI groundfish, 4 halibut, 5 herring,
26 salmon, and 2 shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission permits. Residents held 273,967 halibut
individual fishing quota shares.

Blaine residents held 64 crew member licenses for
North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Blaine residents purchased 54 Alaska sportfishing
licenses in 2000. That year there was one sportfishing
business in Blaine that participated in Alaskan fisheries.

Notes

1. History of Blaine. No date. City of Blaine. Online at http://
www.ci.blaine.wa.us/ [accessed 31 January 2007].

2. The Territory of the Semiahmoo People. No date. The
territory of the Semiahmoo. Online at http://members.shaw.ca/
j-a.brown/Territory.html [accessed 31 January 2007].

3. Whatcom County Profile. 2001. Whatcom County profile.
Online at http://www.wa.gov/esd/Imea/pubs/profiles/whatcom.pdf
[accessed 31 January 2007].

4. See note 3.

5. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

6. Seenote 5.

7. Seenote 5.

8. Center for Columbia River History. No date. Boldt Decision.
Online at http://www.ccrh.org/comm/river/legal/boldt.htm [accessed
31 January 2007].



Bothell

People and Place

Location

Bothell is on the Sammamish River northeast of
Lake Washington in the central Puget Sound region.
Situated in King and Snohomish counties, the city
encompasses 12.1 square miles of land. The nearest
major U.S. city is Seattle, a 20-mile drive southwest.
Bothell’s geographic coordinates are lat 47°45'45"N,
long 122°12'15"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Bothell’s
population was 30,150, an increase of 244% from 12,345
in 1990. This particularly large increase in population
size was due to the annexation of Canyon Park and
Thrasher’s Corner, virtually doubling Bothell’s
population.! The gender composition was 51% female
and 49% male. The median age of 36 was comparable to
the national median age of 35.3. Of the population 18
years of age and older, 91.7% had a high school
education (including equivalency) or higher, 35.8% had
earned a bachelor’s degree or higher, and 8.4% had
attained a graduate or professional degree; the national
averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Bothell’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (87.3%),
followed by Asian (6.0%), people who identified as two
or more races (3%), people who identified as another race
(1.8%), black (1.2%), American Indian and Alaska
Native (0.6%), and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander (0.2%). Ethnicity data indicate that 4.4%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 11.2% were foreign-born,
with 44.3% from Asia (20.9% east Asia, 16.1% southeast
Asia, and 5.7% south-central Asia), 28% from the
Americas outside of the United States, and 24.4% from
Europe. The highest percentage of people denoting
ancestry was German (15.6%), followed by English
(11.2%), Irish (9.5%), and Norwegian (7.4%).

History

Prior to the arrival of white settlers, the area
historically was inhabited by the Simump Tribe of the
Duwamish; the Simump referred to the region as the
“Squak,” meaning a swampy lowland for the heavily
forested, swampy nature of the area. White settlers came
to the area in the 1870s and the community of Bothell
began its transformation into a logging camp and popular
steamboat stop on the Squak Slough, now known
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as the Sammamish River or the Sammamish Slough. In
1884 the first merchant set up a business in the
community and other businesses soon followed.”? The
first school was built in 1885 and a church was
established shortly thereafter.® In 1889 David C. and
Mary Ann Bothell filed the first plat of what today is
called Bothell. In 1903 a newspaper was founded and
five years later the first community bank opened. In
1908 a major fire in the community destroyed five
buildings.*

In 1909 Bothell was incorporated with a population
of about 600 people. It is reported that the first
postmaster said: “There are so many Bothells in town,
let’s call it Bothell.” The first mayor and elected council
were Bothell family members; George Bothell and A. F.
Bothell, respectively. In 1911 another fire occurred in
the community, destroying all 11 of the buildings on
Main Street. The early days in Bothell were fed by the
production of lumber and shingles; the Bothell Company
mill produced 125,000 shingles per day in its height.’
Various other mills were located in the area, but as the
timber was harvested the lumbermen gradually were
replaced by farmers. By 1950 the population was 1,000.°
Since then Bothell has developed into a “suburban
bedroom community and, within the last decade, a
regional employment center.”’

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 70.5% of
Bothell’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 2.8% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 3.9% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
26.6% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The largest employment
sectors were educational, health, and social services
(16.7%), local, state, and federal governments (16%),
manufacturing (13.2%), retail trade (11.7%), and
professional, scientific, and technical services (9%).
Natural resources jobs including agriculture, forestry,
fishing, and hunting employed 0.4%, but this percentage
may be artificially low given that many fishermen are
self-employed and are underrepresented in these data.

The top employers in Bothell in 2002 were AT&T
Wireless (2,562), ATL Ultrasound (1,290), Washington
Mutual (960), Matsushita (480), Seattle Times (447),
ICOS (429), Puget Sound Energy (366), Allstate (337),
Philips Electric (312), and Home Depot #4712 (285).2

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $26,483 and the median household
income was $59,264. In 1999 5.1% lived below the
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poverty level, much lower than the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 12,303 housing units in
Bothell, with 68% owner occupied and 32% renter
occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate was 3.1%.

Governance

The City of Bothell has a council-manager form of
government, with a seven-member city council
comprised of a mayor, a deputy mayor, and five council
members. The council hires a city manager who runs the
city’s daily operations. The council-manager
government has an optional municipal code. Because the
City of Bothell is situated in two counties, there are two
separate sales tax rates; the sales and use tax rates levied
by King and Snohomish counties are 8.8% and 8.9%
respectively. Additionally, a lodging tax is levied by
King (1%) and Snohomish (2%) counties. See the
Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The nearest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 7 miles north in Mill
Creek. The 13th U.S. Coast Guard District headquarters
are in Seattle.

Facilities

Bothell is accessible by ground and air. It is located
off U.S. Highway 405, Washington Highway 522, and
Washington Highway 527, the Bothell-Everett Highway.
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport is the nearest major
facility.

Bothell is in the Northshore School and the Everett
School districts. There are 23 public schools listed in the



community, including 15 elementary schools, 6
secondary schools, and 2 alternative schools. In addition
there are five private schools located in the city. Bothell
is home to four colleges or universities: Cascadia
Community College, ITT Technical Institute, the Mars
Hill Graduate School, and the University of Washington
Bothell Campus.

The Snohomish County Public Utility District
Number 1 and Puget Sound Energy (PSE), administer
electrical service in the area. PSE also provides natural
gas for customers in both counties. Alderwood Water
District, Woodinville Sewer and Water District, the City
of Bothell Sewer, and the Northshore Utility District
supply water and sewer utility services to Bothell
residents, depending on their location. The City of
Bothell Police and Fire departments and Emergency
Medical Services administer public safety. Evergreen
Hospital and Medical Center, n Kirkland, 4 miles south,
is the nearest hospital. There are at least seven hotels,
motels, or inns serving the tourism industry within the
community.’

Historically the Sammamish River has played an
important role in marine transportation. However
currently there are no marine facilities located in Bothell.
Today the Sammamish River is well known for its parks
and the Sammamish River Trail.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 recorded data indicate that there were zero
landings delivered to Bothell and there were no known
processors operating in the community. In 2000 Bothell
residents owned six vessels, including one that
participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number that participated in each said fishery by state
(WA/OR/CA) was: crab 1/0/0, groundfish 0/0/NA,
highly migratory species NA/0/NA, salmon 3/0/0,
shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 1/
0/0.1°

In 2000 the number of Bothell residents holding
permits in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
crab 2/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 8/0/
0, and shellfish 0/0/WA.!!

Bothell residents held nine registered state permits
in 2000. The number in each said fishery by state (WA/
OR/CA) was: crab 1/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/
0, salmon 8/0/0, and shellfish 0/0/NA.!?

Sportfishing

In 2000 there was at least one salmonid charter
fishing business located in Bothell. There were two
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licensed vendors selling fishing permits. In 2003 there
were 5,215 sportfishing license transactions in Bothell
valued at $9,014.

The closest Catch Record Card Area to Bothell is
Area 10, Seattle-Bremerton (south from the Apple Cove
Point-Edwards Point line to a line projected true east-
west through the north tip of Vashon Island). The 2000
sport catch, based on catch record cards in Area 10, was
15,681 fish, including 4,042 Chinook salmon, 11,568
coho salmon, 58 chum salmon, and 13 sockeye salmon.
Marine anglers made 49,865 trips in the sport salmon
fishery. Boat-based anglers caught 7,022 bottomfish in
Area 10. The recreational harvest of clams (Ibs) and
oysters (#) in Area 10 was estimated to be 6,936 and
26,200 respectively; harvest occurred over an estimated
2,745 user trips in 2000.

The Sammamish River provides a link between
Lake Sammamish and Lake Washington for anadromous
fish such as salmon and steelhead.'® The river also offers
fishing for trout and other game fish.

Subsistence

Tribal and nontribal community members may be
engaged in subsistence fishing in the area. Subsistence
fishing is not discussed in detail in this community
profile due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Bothell residents owned nine vessels that
were involved in North Pacific fisheries. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
herring confidential/confidential/1 and salmon 225 t/
$280,480/7.

In 2000 Bothell residents held 73 permits, including
13 residents who held federal commercial fishing permits
and 28 who held state permits (note: it is possible for
individuals to hold more than one permit at a time).
Community members held two crab and five groundfish
License Limitation Program permits. Residents held 22
crab, 1 Gulf of Alaska groundfish, 20 Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands groundfish, 2 halibut, 2 herring, and 11
salmon Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Residents also held 46,010 halibut and 280,751
sablefish individual fishing quota shares.

In 2000 Bothell residents held 49 crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries.



Sportfishing

Bothell residents purchased 390 Alaskan
sportfishing licenses in 2000. There was one sportfishing
business in Bothell involved in Alaskan fisheries that
year.

Notes

1. City of Bothell. No date. Welcome to Bothell. Online at
http://search.ci.bothell.wa.us/documents/cm/visitorguide/2.pdf
[accessed 31 January 2007].

2. City of Bothell. No date. Landmark preservation. Online at
http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/html/about/History/historytimeline.html
[accessed 31 January 2007].

3. Seenote 1.

See note 2.
See note 2.
See note 2.
See note 2.

8. City of Bothell. 2002. Statistics and demographics. Online
at http://www.ci.bothell.wa.us/html/demographics.html [accessed 31
January 2007].

9. City of Bothell. No date. Hotels. Online at http://
search.ci.bothell.wa.us/documents/cm/visitorguide/5.pdf [accessed 31
January 2007].

10. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due
to few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted
nature of the fishery in 2000.

11. See note 10.

12. See note 10.

13. Trails.com. No date. Sammamish River. Online at http://
www.trails.com/tcatalog_trail.asp?trailid=CGW027-021 [accessed 31
January 2007].
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Cathlamet

People and Place

Location

Cathlamet is on the north bank of Cathlamet
Channel on the Columbia River in southwestern
Washington. Situated in Wahkiakum County, the town
encompasses 0.4 square miles of land. The nearest major
U.S. city is Portland, Oregon, a 74-mile drive southeast.
Cathlamet’s geographic coordinates are lat 46°12'12"N,
long 123°22'55"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Cathlamet’s
population was 565, an increase of 11.2% from 508 in
1990. The gender composition was 55.2% female and
44.8% male. Women 75 years of age and older (52.1%)
significantly outnumbered men (47.9%). Residents 75
years of age and older represented 18% of the population
in Cathlamet, compared to 5% of the national population.
The community’s skewed age structure may be related to
the census count of individuals living in the Columbia
View Nursing Home, an elder care facility with 53 beds.
In 2000 the median age of 48.8 was almost 14 years older
than the national median age of 35.3. Of the population
18 years of age and older, 83.5% had a high school
education (including equivalency) or higher, 17.9% had
earned a bachelor’s degree or higher, and 7.7% had
attained a graduate or professional degree; the national
averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively. For
25.8% a high school degree was the highest level of
education.

The vast majority of Cathlamet’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (94.2%),
followed by people who identified as two or more races
(2.5%), American Indian or Alaskan Native (1.6%),
Asian (0.9%), black (0.5%), and people who identified as
another race (0.4%). Ethnicity data indicate 0.5%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 2.5% were foreign-born,
with 78.6% from Europe (Great Britain, Ireland, and
Austria) and 21.4% from Mexico.

In 2000 there were 236 households in Cathlamet,
with 68% living in family households. Due to the
Columbia View Nursing Home and another assisted
living facility located within the community, 10.3% (57
residents) lived in institutionalized group quarters.
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History

Cathlamet derives its name from a band of Chinook
Indians living along the stretch of the Columbia River
from Tongue Point to Puget Island. The Cathlamet band
inhabited a large village in the vicinity of the modern
town of Cathlamet and participated heavily in the salmon
trade on the Columbia River. They spoke a distinct
dialect of the Chinook language. When Lewis and Clark
visited the area in 1806, they estimated the native
population of Cathlamet at 300. As European
exploration and settlement escalated, the Cathlamet band
was largely displaced and incorporated into neighboring
Chinook groups. Many descendants of these native
groups remain in the region today.

In 1846 James Birnie, a Scottish immigrant and a
member of the Hudson’s Bay Company, established a
small trading post at the site of contemporary Cathlamet.
He named the post Birnie’s Retreat and made his
reputation facilitating trade between native residents,
European settlers, and entrepreneurs traveling along the
Columbia River. Birnie’s Retreat grew and was
eventually renamed Cathlamet as settlers arrived in the
region to take advantage of opportunities for logging,
fishing, and farming. Cathlamet became the Wahkiakum
county seat in 1854 and was officially incorporated in
1907.!

Logging and fishing dominated the economic and
social life of Cathlamet until the latter part of the
twentieth century. Beginning in the 1840s a number of
successful lumber mills in the Cathlamet vicinity
harvested and processed softwoods (mainly cedar and fir)
and furniture-grade maple and alder for export.
Prominent lumber, pulp, and paper companies, such as
Crown-Zellerbach and Weyerhaeuser, remained major
employers within the region until the onset of the timber
industry’s steep decline in the 1980s. At its Cathlamet
mill, Crown-Zellerbach annually employed
approximately 260 workers from 1961 until 1981, when
it initiated its first substantial wave of layoffs.> Today
several smaller logging companies operate near
Cathlamet and self-employed contractors continue to log
on land owned by Weyerhaeuser and other major forest
product manufacturers. Some neighboring communities
still support paper and pulp mills, but the scale of these
logging enterprises has diminished greatly.

Like the logging industry, commercial and
recreational fishing in Cathlamet have undergone
dramatic transformations over the past 100 years. Native
populations and early European settlers depended heavily
on the abundance of salmon in the Columbia River. The
early salmon trade in Cathlamet focused on salting and
exporting fish purchased from native fisherman. In the
1860s entrepreneurs constructed numerous salmon
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canning facilities throughout the region. These canneries
quickly became significant employers. Operations such
as the Warren and Waterford canneries in Cathlamet
initially owned boats and equipment and employed
fisherman to harvest salmon. As the cost of fishing
technology rose, canneries began contracting with self-
employed fisherman but continued to advance fisherman
the cost of gear until the 1970s. Area fishermen mainly
harvested salmon via gillnetting, but traps and seines also
were popular technologies. During the height of the
salmon boom, Wahkiakum County canneries processed
85% of the salmon pack on the Columbia River.?

The salmon industry crashed throughout the
Cathlamet region in the latter part of the twentieth
century, and the last cannery operating in Wahkiakum
County closed in 1994. Despite the decline of the salmon
industry, commercial fishing remains an important
industry in Cathlamet. Salmon gill-net fishing continues,
but decreased fishing effort in the area has made it more
difficult to fund channel maintenance necessary to
prevent damage to nets.* To supplement income earned
by fishing on the Columbia River, some commercial
fishermen based in Cathlamet travel to Alaska seasonally
or fish in nearby Willapa Bay, Grays Harbor, or Puget
Sound. Some also engage in albacore tuna trolling on the
coast. In 1971 the Town of Cathlamet constructed the
Elochoman Slough Marina, which is used heavily by
sport fishermen seeking sturgeon on the Elochoman
River or salmon on the Columbia River.’ Sportfishing
plays an increasing role as a revenue generator for the
town. The Cathlamet Town Council also constructed a
public dock on the Columbia River in the 1980s to attract
fishermen, kayakers, and other river travelers.

Today Cathlamet maintains a working commercial
waterfront and symbolic links to its history as a logging
community, but the town also is increasingly reliant on
its status as a destination for tourists and other



recreational visitors. Many homes and public buildings
in Cathlamet are more than a century old, making the
town a popular site for film crews; the community has
been featured in at least two major motion pictures.®
Several events are held throughout the year, including
Bald Eagle Days, celebrating local history and honoring
the contributions of groups and individuals to community
service. The Cathlamet Wooden Boat Festival & Salmon
Barbeque, held each year at the Elochoman Marina,
celebrates the community’s economic and cultural
dependence on the Columbia River and the Pacific
Ocean. Educational and entertaining festival activities
include a wooden boat-building contest, a U.S. Coast
Guard (USCQG) fly-over and mock water rescue, a
nautical swap meet, and blindfolded dinghy races.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 43.6% of
Cathlamet’s potential labor force 16 years of age and
older were employed, 4.7% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 9.7% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
51.7% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The major employment
sectors were education health, and social services
(29.7%, with the majority [77.6%] in health care and
social assistance), local, state, and federal governments
(24.4%), public administration (11.3%), manufacturing
(10.8%), and arts, entertainment, and food services
(10.3%). Natural resource jobs, including agriculture,
forestry, fishing, and hunting employed 11.3%, but this
number may be artificially low because it does not
include fisherman, loggers, and other contractors
classified as self-employed.

The contemporary economy in Cathlamet relies
heavily on jobs in health care, education, public
administration, and businesses related to the longtime
regional staples of tourism, fishing, and logging. Major
employers include the Columbia View Nursing Home,
regional hospitals in Longview (25 miles southeast) and
Astoria, Oregon (31 miles west), the Cathlamet Town
and Wahkiakum County governments, Wahkiakum
School District 200, the nearby Judith Butler Hansen
National Wildlife Refuge, and the Elochoman Slough
Marina. Some Cathlamet residents work for local
logging contractors and others commute to
manufacturing jobs in nearby communities, such as the
Longview Fiber Company’s pulp and paper mill.
Although its importance has decreased some over the
years, the Columbia River still generates considerable
economic activity. Brusco Tug & Barge, a tow outfit
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based in Longview, operates a maintenance facility in
Cathlamet, and local commercial fishermen seine, trap,
and engage in gill netting for salmon and other
marketable species in the area. A substantial number of
Cathlamet fishermen now fish seasonally in Alaska,
where they may be able to earn more income than by
fishing regionally.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $18,588 and the median household
income was $33,409. In 1999 15.1% lived below the
poverty level, slightly higher than the national average of
12.4%. There were 278 housing units in 2000, with
56.9% owner occupied and 43.1% renter occupied. The
housing unit vacancy rate was 11.5%, with 34.3% due to
seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

Because its population falls well under the 1,500
needed to incorporate as a city under Washington State
law, Cathlamet is designated as a town. The Town of
Cathlamet was incorporated in 1907 and is governed by a
mayor and a five-member town council. As the
Wahkiakum County seat, Cathlamet houses the main
office and services associated with the county
government. Wahkiakum County and the Town of
Cathlamet levy a 7.5% sales tax and no additional
lodging tax. See the Governance subsection (page 43) in
the Overview section for a more detailed discussion of
taxes affecting fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Northwest Regional Office is in Seattle. The nearest
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services District
Office and the nearest meetings of the Pacific Fishery
Management and North Pacific Fishery Management
councils are in Portland. The Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Southwest Regional Office is
in Vancouver (65 miles). The nearest USCG Group/Air
Station Astoria is in Warrenton, Oregon (37 miles west),
and the USCG operates the National Motor Lifeboat
School in Ilwaco (51 miles west).’

Facilities

Cathlamet is accessible by land and water.
Washington Highway 20, the Ocean Beach Highway, is
on the north edge of town and runs east-west along the
Columbia River. Cathlamet residents must use it to reach
the nearest airports, hospitals, and other amenities.
Interstate 5 is the nearest major highway north-south and
is reachable via Washington Highway 20 through
Longview. Portland International Airport is the nearest
major airport. The Kelso-Longview Regional Airport
(26 miles) in Kelso provides an unattended paved runway



that is open to the public. The Astoria Regional Airport
provides certified carrier operations.

The Wahkiakum School District 200 serves all
residents countywide. Both of the schools —Wahkiakum
High School and J. Wendt Elementary/Wahkiakum
Middle School, a combined K-8 facility—are in
Cathlamet. The Wahkiakum Public Utilities District,
headquartered in Cathlamet, administers electric
services.® The Cathlamet Water and Sewer Plants
provide drinking water and sewer services. The
Wahkiakum County Sheriff’s Office and the Cathlamet
Fire Department administer public safety.® The Hospice
Care Center Hospital and Peacehealth St. John Medical
Center in Longview and Columbia Memorial Hospital in
Astoria are the nearest medical facilities.

The Elochoman Slough Marina is located within
walking distance of downtown Cathlamet at the mouth of
the Elochoman River. The marina is in a secluded,
protected harbor and features a boat launch, spaces for
yachts and fishing boats to moor overnight, and sites for
recreational vehicles and tent camping. The marina
charges $5 per boat for use of the launch and $10 per
night for overnight mooring. The marina is used heavily
during salmon and sturgeon seasons on the Elochoman
and the lower Columbia rivers.'® The town also
maintains a public dock and float on the Columbia River
that draws fisherman and river tourists businesses. There
are several bed and breakfasts located in Cathlamet, but
the nearest major chain hotels are in Longview.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Landings data for Cathlamet were recorded as part
of the Other Columbia River Port Group that includes the
Washington communities of Altoona, Brookfield,
Camas, Carrolls, Kalama, Longview, Pillar Rock,
Skamania, Washougal, Vancouver, Stella, Ridgefield,
Puget Island, Megler, Kelso and Frankfort, and the
Oregon communities of Gray’s Bay, Woody Island, and
The Dalles. Reported landings for this port group in
2000 were in the following West Coast fisheries (data
shown represent landings in metric tons/value of said
landings/number of vessels landing) was: salmon 354 t/
$481,947/355; shellfish confidential/confidential/1; and
other species 34 t/$127,830/119. Commercial fishing
remains a lucrative sector of Cathlamet’s economy, but
the community’s involvement in local West Coast
fisheries has waned since the crash of the area’s salmon
industry. Because there are no longer any processors or
canneries located in the community, fish caught by
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fishermen living in Cathlamet are most likely landed and
processed elsewhere.

In 2000 Cathlamet fisherman involved in the West
Coast fisheries owned 37 vessels, including 15 that
participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number that participated in each said fishery by state
(WA/OR/CA) was: crab 2/2/0, groundfish 0/0/NA,
highly migratory species NA/O/NA, salmon 12/14/1,
shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 6/
0/0.11

No individuals living in Cathlamet in 2000 held
federal groundfish fishery permits. The number in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 4/1/0,
highly migratory species NA/0/0, other species 7/0/0,
salmon 25/14/1, shellfish 6/0/NA, and shrimp 2/0/0.'2

Available data indicate 47 state permits were
registered to Cathlamet residents in 2000. The number in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 5/0/0,
highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 32/0/2,
shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 8/0/0.!3

Sportfishing

Cathlamet is a popular destination for sport
fishermen because of its proximity to the Elochoman and
Columbia rivers. According to the WDFW, there are two
official sport license vendors in Cathlamet. In 2000 no
Cathlamet residents owned or operated charter boats in
Washington State.

A number of Cathlamet residents engage in
sportfishing along the Columbia River and the nearby
Pacific Coast. Numerous charter vessels operate out of
the Port of Cathlamet, such as motor vessel Lucky Dog,
owned by Sea Breeze Charters in Ilwaco.'* Cathlamet is
also a popular boat-launching site for local anglers
fishing for trout, salmon, and steelhead on the Columbia
River.

The closest Catch Record Card areas to Cathlamet
are Area 1 (Ilwaco) and 1A (Ilwaco—Buoy 10). Area 1
includes the marine zone west of the Buoy 10 line at the
mouth of the Columbia River, extending north to
Leadbetter Point. Area 1 is subdivided and includes Area
1A. Area 1A is the freshwater region east of Buoy 10,
continuing west along the Columbia River to the Rocky
Point-Tongue Point line. The 2000-2001 sport catch,
based on creel survey estimates in these areas, was
27,889 (1) and 16,335 (1A). This data (1/1A) include
Chinook salmon (1,630/2,972) and coho salmon (26,259/
13,363). Marine anglers made 16,243 trips in Area 1 and
42,061 trips in Area 1A. Sport fishermen caught 106
steelhead in Area 1A. The coastal bottomfish catch was
8,388 for Area 1 and 631 for the Ilwaco Jetty.



Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Today
members of the Chinook Tribe and other nontribal
subsistence fishermen may obtain fishery resources from
waters of the Columbia and nearby tributaries near
Cathlamet. However, subsistence fishing is not
discussed in great detail in this community profile due to
the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Since the crash of the local salmon fishery, many
commercial fishermen based in Cathlamet have become
increasingly involved in North Pacific fisheries. In 2000
Cathlamet fishermen owned 38 vessels active in North
Pacific fisheries. In the same year community members
landed fish in the following North Pacific fisheries (data
shown represent landings in metric tons/value of said
landings/number of vessels landing): crab confidential/
confidential/1; finfish confidential/confidential/1; Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) groundfish confidential/
confidential/1; Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish 49.5 t/
$479,390/4; halibut confidential/confidential/1; herring
confidential/confidential/2; and salmon 725.7 t/
$784,650/26.

In 2000 65 Cathlamet residents held state and
federal permits, with 10 individuals holding federal
permits and 47 holding state permits (note: it is possible
for individuals to hold more than one permit at a time).
Community members held 2 crab and 2 groundfish
License Limitation program permits and 3 crab, 6 BSAI
groundfish, 2 halibut, 3 herring, and 44 salmon
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission permits.
Cathlamet residents held 1,644,188 halibut and
1,952,810 sablefish individual fishing quota shares.

In 2000 55 Cathlamet residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries.

Sportfishing

Cathlamet residents purchased 53 Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.

Notes
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County. Washington State University Press, Pullman.

2. Seenote 1.

3. Seenote 1.

4. See note 1.
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Chinook

People and Place

Location

Chinook is in southwestern Washington on Baker
Bay on the north shore of the Columbia River. Baker
Bay, which covers an area about 15 square miles, is
separated from the river by a low-lying sand bar known
as Sand Island. Nearby Cape Disappointment forms the
northern portion of the mouth of the Columbia River as it
flows into the Pacific Ocean. Situated in Pacific County,
Chinook encompasses 1.02 square miles of land.
Chinook shares Baker Bay with the larger city of Ilwaco,
7 miles to the northwest. Astoria, Oregon, is 10 miles
southeast on the opposite side of the Columbia. The
nearest major cities are Seattle (72 miles northeast) and
Portland, Oregon (100-miles southeast). Chinook’s
geographic coordinates are lat 46°16'23"N, long
123°56'39"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Chinook’s
population was 457. The gender composition was 51%
female and 49% male. The median age was 47.6, more
than 12 years older than the national median of 35.3. Of
the population 18 years of age and older, 74.6% had a
high school education or higher, 19.1% had a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 10% had a graduate or professional
degree; the national averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and
7.8% respectively.

The majority of Chinook’s racial structure was
white (96.5%), followed by people who identified with
two or more races (1.8%), American Indian or Alaskan
Native (0.9%), Asian (0.7%), and people who identified
with another race (0.2%). Ethnicity data indicate 2%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 5.3% were foreign born,
with 77.3% of those from Canada and 22.7% from
France.

In 2000 82.7% of the population lived in family
households.

History

Chinook derives its name from native peoples
inhabiting the area near the mouth of the Columbia
River. The Chinook Indians were historically a group of
linguistically related people whose territory included the
lower Columbia River in Washington and Oregon west
of The Dalles, Oregon.! They depended heavily on
fishing and coastal resources and developed extensive
trade networks within the region. The Lower Chinook,
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who dominated the vicinity of today’s community of
Chinook, traded frequently with British and American
companies and hosted Lewis and Clark in 1805 when the
explorers neared the Pacific Ocean. Lewis and Clark
estimated the local population of Chinook Indians at
about 400 in 1805. Disease and rapid European
settlement soon devastated the native population in the
area.

In the 1850s the town of Chinookville was
established at the site of a long-standing Chinook Indian
village on the Columbia River by nonnative settlers
interested in the prospects for trade and fishing.
Chinookville was the county seat of Pacific County from
1852 to 1854 and the county’s first salmon cannery was
established there in 1870. During the 1880s erosion
along the Columbia River marked the beginning of the
end for Chinookville as homes and businesses were
destroyed in large numbers. The community soon
became a ghost town and disappeared completely due to
continued erosion during the nineteenth century.?

As Chinookville eroded into obscurity, the
contemporary community of Chinook was established to
the southwest along Baker Bay, a location that drew
residents interested in the region’s lucrative fishing
industry. Land claims in the area were purchased in the
1860s, but the community did not flourish until the 1880s
when the first fish traps were sunk in Baker Bay.
According to legend the salmon fishing boom that
followed temporarily made Chinook the richest town per
capita in the United States.®> Many of the community’s
buildings and homes were built near the turn of the
century with wealth derived from this initial boom.
Baker Bay is also dotted with rotting pilings that are the
remains of now-abandoned salmon traps from this earlier
period.

Although salmon fishing no longer generates the
wealth it once did, Chinook still relies heavily on fishing
and community members clearly identify with the
industry. Each June the community hosts the Chinook
Sturgeon Derby and most local jobs are linked to fishing.
The Port of Chinook, the smallest of three ports in the
area, provides 300 boat slips and a crab processing plant
operated by Bell Buoy Crab Company.

Chinook residents often struggle to maintain the
economic viability of the local fishing industry as nearby
towns compete to attract sport and commercial fishing
revenue and related businesses. In 2003 the community
faced a potential economic disaster when the Port of
Chinook was designated as a low-use port for which
dredging would no longer be provided.*> The port
suffered from severe silt build up, such that fisherman
could only access it at very high tides. Depths were as
low as 4 feet in some areas. Local businesses and
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fishermen lobbied legislators to reverse the decision not
to dredge, and eventually won support and funding
within the U.S. Congress. In September 2004 about
80,000 cubic yards of material were removed from the
Columbia River between Chinook and the head of Sand
Island.

Chinook is also the site of a different sort of political
struggle. The contemporary Chinook Nation, a tribal
organization that represents individuals descended from
the historic family of Chinook groups, maintains its
primary office there. In 2001 the tribe was tentatively
granted federal recognition after 20 years of appeals. The
Bureau of Indian Affairs rescinded federal recognition in
2002 on the grounds that the tribe did not satisfy the
mandated criteria for recognition. The tribe has appealed
and, at the time of this writing, state and federal
documents still noted that federal recognition is
pending.®7-# Chinook tribal members argue federal
recognition is needed to help restore and safeguard the
traditional fishing and land rights needed to maintain
native identities and sustain tribal members
economically.’

Infrastructure

Current Economy

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 53.6% of
Chinook’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 1.8% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 3.3% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
44.6% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The top employment sectors
were education, health, and social services (25.1%), retail
trade (15.6%), construction (13.8%), and local, state, or
federal governments (9.6%). Roughly 3.3% were
employed by the military. Natural resource jobs



including agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
employed 3.6%, but this percentage may be artificially
low because many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in the data.

Chinook continues to rely heavily on commercial
fishing and tourism associated with sportfishing, coastal
recreation, and nearby Fort Columbia State Park, now
recognized as Lewis and Clark National Park. The Fort
Columbia park was established at the site of a military
installation built in 1896 to defend the mouth of the
Columbia River. Bell Buoy Crab Company, with total
annual sales of $7 million on 2 million pounds of crab, is
a major employer and the second largest crab processor
in Washington. It is estimated the decision to dredge the
Port of Chinook prevented the loss of 50 full-time and
100 seasonal jobs at the Bell Buoy Crab Company, 350
jobs associated with businesses that rely on the port, and
$2.9 million in direct economic impact from the average
10,000 annual boat trips into the port.'°

Chinook’s per capita income was $17,198 in 1999,
compared to the national per capita income of $21,587.
The median household income was $30,417, compared to
the national median household income of $41,994. In
2000 18.2% lived below the poverty level, higher than
the national average of 12.4%.

In 2000 there were 263 housing units in Chinook, of
which 79.8% were occupied and 20.2% were vacant. Of
the occupied units, 77.1% were by owner and 22.9%
were by renter. Of the vacant units, 81.1% were due to
seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

Chinook is an unincorporated area governed by
Pacific County, which was organized in 1851. The
county seat is South Bend, 44 miles north on U.S.
Highway 101. Pacific County has a 7.8% sales tax and a
9.8% lodging tax. See the Governance subsection
(page 43) in the Overview section for a more detailed
discussion of taxes affecting fisherman and processors in
Washington.

The nearest office of the National Marine Fisheries
Service is in Seattle. The nearest district office of the
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services is in Portland.
Meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management and North
Pacific Fishery Management councils are also held in
Portland. The Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife (WDFW) Southwest Regional Office is in
Vancouver and the nearest U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
Group and Air Station is in Warrenton, Oregon (13 miles
south). The USCG also operates the National Motor
Lifeboat School in Ilwaco.!!
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Facilities

Chinook is accessible by land, sea, and air, and is
located on U.S. Highway 101. Residents travel to [lwaco
or Long Beach (9 miles north) and to Astoria to access
major retail stores and other amenities. The Port of
Ilwaco Airport is an unattended paved runaway that is
open to the public. Portland International Airport is the
nearest major airport. There are several campgrounds
and recreational vehicle parks in Chinook, but the nearest
hotels and motels are in [lwaco and Long Beach.

Chinook is in the Ocean Beach School District, but
there are no public schools in the community.!? Students
travel by bus to schools in [lwaco and Long Beach. In
addition to traditional elementary, middle, and high
schools, the district also offers a small alternative high
school in Long Beach. Pacific County’s Public Utility
District No. 2 supplies electricity. The Chinook Water
District draws the water supply from a reservoir created
by a 26-foot earthen dam on a portion of the Columbia
River.!* Residents rely on septic systems because
Chinook is not served by a sewer district. The Pacific
County Sheriff’s Office and the Pacific County Fire
District No. 2, Chinook Valley (located in Chinook)
administer public safety. Ocean Beach Hospital in
Ilwaco, Columbia Memorial Hospital in Astoria, and
Willapa Harbor Hospital in South Bend are the nearest
medical facilities.

The Port of Chinook has 300 boat slips, a boat
launch ramp, and a boat hoist, which can accommodate
vessels from 16 to 60 feet long.!* The port also has a
fueling facility and power and water hook-ups on some
docks. The Port of Ilwaco supports a larger number of
boats and is used more heavily.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Landings data for Chinook were recorded as part of
the Ilwaco/Chinook Port Group, which includes the
communities of Skamokawa and Ilwaco. Most vessels
based in Chinook participate in West Coast fisheries. In
2000 338 vessels, including 40 personal vessels and 298
commercial vessels, delivered landings to Ilwaco.
Reported landings in 2000 were in the following West
Coast fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of landings/number of vessels landing):
coastal pelagic confidential/confidential/2; crab 861.9 t/
$3,864,427/104; groundfish 2,350.7 t/$634,261/35;
highly migratory species 1,907.1 t/$3,595,659/119;
salmon 184.7 t/$468,717/98; shrimp confidential/
confidential/2; and other species 1,907.1 t/$183,071/81.



See the Ilwaco community profile for additional
information.

According to the Port of Chinook, it supports 35
commercial vessels and harbors 265 sport vessels during
the fishing season. In 2003 more than 4,000 recreational
vehicles used the port’s boat ramp.!> Major commercial
species landed at the port include crab, tuna, and salmon,
but no landings data specific to this port are available.

Chinook residents owned 29 vessels in 2000 that
participated in West Coast fisheries, including 14 that
participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number of vessels owned by Chinook residents that
landed fish in each fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
crab 12/3/0, groundfish 1/0/NA, highly migratory species
NA/O/NA, salmon 13/3/0, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp
NA/0/0, and other species 3/0/0.'

One Chinook resident held a federal groundfish
fishery permit in 2000. The number of Chinook residents
that held permits in each state fishery by state (WA/OR/
CA) was: crab 11/4/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 13/3/1, shellfish 6/0/NA, shrimp 0/2/0, and other
species 3/0/0.'7

Chinook fisherman involved in West Coast fisheries
held 41 permits in 2000, including 39 state and 2 federal
permits. The number of permits held by these
community members in each fishery by state (WA/OR/
CA) was: crab 18/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 15/0/2, shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 4/0/
0‘18

The Bell Buoy Crab Company operates a crab
processing plant in Chinook, providing 50 full-time and
100 seasonal jobs.!” The company also receives tuna, but
these fish are processed elsewhere.?”

Sportfishing

Two sportfishing license vendors operate in
Chinook. In 2003 more than 4,000 recreational boaters
used the ramp at the Port of Chinook and an estimated
295 sportfishing vessels use the port each fishing
season.”! According to state records, no Chinook
residents owned or operated charter boats in Washington
in 2003 or 2004.

The closest Catch Record Card areas to Chinook are
Area 1 (Ilwaco) and 1A (Ilwaco—Buoy 10). The 2000-
2001 sport catch was 27,889 (1) and 16,335 (1A). Area
1/1A includes Chinook salmon (1,630 in 2000 and 2,972
in 2001) and coho salmon (26,259 and 13,363). Marine
anglers made approximately 16,243 and 42,061 trips in
areas 1 and 1A respectively in the sport salmon fishery.
Sport fishermen caught 106 steelhead in Area 1
(Columbia River—Leadbetter Point). In 2000 the coastal
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bottomfish catch was 8,388 for Area 1 (Ilwaco) and 631
for the Ilwaco Jetty.

Subsistence

Members of the Chinook Nation are heavily
involved in subsistence fishing, but because the tribe
does not have federal recognition, members have no
formal fishing rights within the region. In the past
military intervention has been used to stop Native
fishermen from using traditional fishing grounds without
permits. No specific data on native subsistence fishing is
available because of its controversial nature, but tribal
members maintain fishing remains central to their
identities and livelihood. The restoration of traditional
fishing rights is one of the major forces behind
continuing efforts to establish federal recognition.??

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Thirteen vessels based in Chinook participated in
North Pacific fisheries in 2000. Residents landed fish in
the following North Pacific fisheries (data shown
represent landings in metric tons/value of landings/
number of vessel landings): other finfish confidential/
confidential/1, herring confidential/confidential/3, and
salmon 238.3 t/$357,610/11.

Chinook fishermen held 17 North Pacific permits.
Six held federal permits and 13 held state permits,
including 3 groundfish License Limitation Program
permits, 3 Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
(CFEC) herring and 11 CFEC salmon permits. Under
Alaska’s individual fishing quota system, Chinook
fishermen were allotted 1,390,684 halibut shares and
1,208,136 sablefish shares.

In 2000 Chinook residents held 16 crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries.

Sportfishing

Chinook residents purchased 10 sportfishing
licenses for Alaska fisheries in 2000.

Notes

1. University of Oregon. 2004. Chinook Tribes. Univ. Oregon,
Dept. Linguistics, Eugene. Online at http://logos.uoregon.edu/
explore/oregon/chtribes.html [accessed 7 February 2007].

2. Tacoma Public Library. 2004. Washington place names.
Online at http://search.tpl.lib.wa.us/wanames [accessed 7 February
2007].

3. Chinook Observer. 2004. Chinook, kingdom of salmon.
Chinook Observer, Long Beach, WA. 22 March 2004. Online at
http://www.chinookobserver.info/Main.asp?SectionID=21
&SubSection]D=88&ArticleID=5774 [accessed 7 February 2007].



4. U.S. House of Representatives. 2003. Baird secures $3
million for channel deepening and dredging of Columbia River.
Online at http://www.house.gov/apps/list/speech/wa03_baird/
spec061804.html [accessed 7 February 2007].

5. U.S. Senate. 2004. Murray honored for saving hundreds of
jobs in the southwestern Washington. Online at http://murray.senate
.gov/news.cfm?id=219861 [accessed 7 February 2007].

6. Washington State Governor’s Office of Indian Affairs. 2004.
Washington State tribal directory. Online at http://www.goia.wa.gov/
Tribal-Information/Map.htm [accessed 7 February 2007].

7. 1. Gunn. 2001. U.S. recognizes Chinook Tribe. BBC News
Online. 4 January 2001. Online at http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/
americas/1099968.stm [accessed 7 February 2007].

8. L. Paskus. 2002. Chinook Tribe loses recognition. High
Country News 43(15), 19 August 2002. Online at http://www.hcn
.org/servlets/hcen. Article?article id=11350 [accessed 7 February
2007].

9. University of Idaho. 2004. Recognition and U.S. Relations.
Online at http://13.ed.uidaho.edu/ShowOneObject.asp?SiteID=68
&ObjectlD=697 [accessed 7 February 2007].

10. See note 6.

11. U.S. Coast Guard. 2004. Pacific Northwest unit list. Online
at http://www.uscg.mil/d13/default.htm [accessed 7 February 2007].

12. Ocean Beach School District. 2003. Location of OSBD/
schools. Online at http://www.ocean.k12.wa.us/location.htm
[accessed 7 February 2007].

13. Washington State Department of Ecology. 2004. Chinook
water supply dam failure. Online at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/
programs/wr/dams/chinook.html [accessed 7 February 2007].

14. Economic Development Council of Pacific County. 2004.
Transportation. Online at http://www.pacificedc.org/transportation
.htm [accessed 7 February 2007].

15. Field notes, Port of Chinook, Chinook, WA, September
2004.

16. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

17. See note 16.

18. See note 16.

19. See note 6.

20. See note 15.

21. See note 15.

22. Seenote 9.

98



Edmonds

People and Place

Location

Edmonds is on the east shore of north-central Puget
Sound. Situated in Snohomish County, the city
encompasses 8.9 square miles of land and 9.5 square
miles of water. The nearest major U.S. city is Seattle, a
14-mile drive south. Edmonds’ geographic coordinates
are lat 47°48'39"N, long 122°22'34"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Edmonds’
population was 39,515, an increase of 22.2% since 1990.
The gender composition was 52.7% female and 47.3%
male. The median age of 42 was higher than the national
median age of 35.3. Of the population age 18 years of
age and older, 92.3% had a high school education
(including equivalency) or higher, 33.8% had received a
bachelor’s degree or higher, and 11% had attained a
graduate or professional degree. This was ahead of the
national averages of 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8%
respectively.

The vast majority of Edmonds’ racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (87.7%),
followed by Asian (5.6%), people who identified as two
or more races (3.0 %), black (1.3%), people who
identified as another race (1.3%), American Indian and
Alaska Native (0.8%), and Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander (0.3%). Ethnicity data indicate that 3.3%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 11% were foreign-born,
with 38.8% from Asia, 31.1% from Europe, and 25.1%
from the Americas. The highest percentage of those
reporting ancestry was German (12.6%), followed by
English (11%), Irish (7.8%), and Norwegian (7.7%).

History

The shoreline of Edmonds once served as a fishing
ground to the Snohomish Tribe, which harvested fish,
clams and oysters.! The community, settled more than
100 years ago as a logging camp, was home to numerous
shingle mills and a popular destination for steamships
carrying timber.? In 1876 George Brackett started a
logging operation in what later became the City of
Edmonds.> Edmonds was incorporated in 1890 and
Brackett became the community’s first mayor.* In 1891
the Great Northern Railroad began service in Edmonds
and brought further growth to the community.> The
timber industry remained an important component of the
local economy until the 1950s, when the last shingle mill
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in Edmonds closed.® Today Edmonds is known for its
designated marine sanctuaries and an underwater park at
Brackett’s Landing that attracts divers from around the
country.’

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 62.1% of
Edmond’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 2.3% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 3.6% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
35.6% were not in the labor force, comparable to the
national average of 36.1%. The major employment
sectors were educational, health, and social services
(20.5%), local, state, and federal governments (15.5%),
retail trade (13.5%), professional, scientific,
management, administrative, and waste management
services (11.4%), manufacturing (9.8%), professional,
scientific, and technical services (7.6%), and construction
(7.5%). Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
employed 0.7% but this percentage may be artificially
low given that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $30,076 and the median household
income was $53,522. In 1999 4.6% lived below the
poverty level, much lower than the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 17,508 housing units, with
68.1% owner occupied and 31.9% renter occupied. The
housing unit vacancy rate was 3.4%.

Governance

The City of Edmonds, incorporated in 1890, is the
oldest city in Snohomish County. The community
operates under a mayor-council form of government,
comprised of an elected mayor and seven city council
members. Edmonds levies an 8.9% sales and use tax. In
addition Snohomish County levies a 2% lodging tax. See
the Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The nearest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is in Mill Creek
(11 miles north). The 13th U.S. Coast Guard District
headquarters are in Seattle.
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Edmonds is accessible by ground, air, and sea. The
community is located along the Interstate 5 corridor
(north-south). The nearest major east-west highway is
Interstate 90 to Seattle. Amtrak provides national and
international rail service. The Washington State Ferries
system links Edmonds to Kingston, directly west across
Puget Sound on the Kitsap Peninsula. The Seattle-
Tacoma International Airport is the nearest major
facility.

The Edmonds School District serves the
Washington communities of Edmonds, Brier, Lynnwood,
Mountlake Terrace, and Woodway. The district has 35
schools, including: 20 elementary schools, 1 home school
program, 1 highly capable program, 4 K-8 schools, 4
middle schools, and 5 high schools. There are three
private schools located in Edmonds. The Snohomish
County Public Utilities District administers electricity.
The City of Edmonds provides sewer and water services.
The Edmonds Police and Fire departments administer
public safety. Stevens Hospital is in Edmonds, and three
additional hospitals are located within 10 miles of the
community. Visitors to Edmonds can choose between
two bed and breakfast establishments and three hotels.

The Port of Edmonds operates the largest covered
moorage facility on the West Coast and provides wet or
dry storage for 1,200 boats up to 55 feet. Additional
services include a public sling launch, fueling facilities, a
live bait shop, and overnight moorage.® Until recently
Edmonds was home to the largest charter fishing fleet in
Puget Sound.’ The port also operates a boat repair
facility, permitting vessel owners to work on their vessels
or to utilize local vendors.!'”
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Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Recorded data indicates that there were no landings
delivered to Edmonds in 2000. There were no known
processors operating in the community. In 2000
Edmonds residents owned 24 vessels, including 9 that
participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number that participated in each said fishery by state
(WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/1, crab 5/1/0,
groundfish 2/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/0/NA,
salmon 11/2/2, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and
other species 8/0/0.!!

In 2000 two Edmonds residents held two federal
groundfish fishery permits. The number in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/4,
crab 4/1/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 21/
3/1, shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 8/0/0.!2

Available data indicate that Edmonds residents held
52 registered permits in 2000. The number in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/5,
crab 5/1/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 24/
3/2, shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 11/0/0.3

Sportfishing

In 2000 there was at least one salmonid charter
fishing business operating in Edmonds. The public
saltwater fishing pier in Edmonds is open all year and
provides marine sportfishing for residents without
watercraft. The closest Catch Record Card Area to
Edmonds is Area 9 (Admiralty Inlet: all waters inside and
south of the Partridge Point—Point Wilson line, south and
west of a line from Possession Point 110° true to
shipwreck, north of the Hood Canal Bridge, and north of
the Apple Cove Point—Edwards Point line). In Area 9 the
2000 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was
12,608 fish, including 4,351 Chinook salmon, 8,253 coho
salmon, and 4 chum salmon. Marine anglers made
43,6209 trips in the sport salmon fishery. In Area 9 boat-
based anglers caught 1,745 bottomfish. The recreational
harvest of clams (Ibs) and oysters (#) for Area 9 was
estimated to be 84,233 and 6,091 respectively; harvest
occurred over an estimated 14,151 user trips in 2000.
Sport fishermen caught 18 sturgeon during 2000-2001.

Subsistence

Tribal and nontribal community members may be
engaged in subsistence fishing in the area. Subsistence
fishing is not discussed in detail in this community
profile due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Edmonds residents owned 97 vessels
involved in North Pacific fisheries. In the same year
community members landed fish in the following North
Pacific fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
crab 800 t/$5,077,160/8; Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
(BSAI) groundfish 53,249 t/$18,357,830/12; other finfish
0.9 t/$240/6; Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish 455 t/
$808,650/5; halibut 203 t/$1,134,430/4; herring 447 t/
$125,760/6; and salmon 3,853 t/$2,825,440/46.

Edmonds residents held 224 commercial fishing
permits in 2000, including 77 individuals who held
federal and 80 who held state permits (note: it is possible
for individuals to hold more than one permit at a time).
Community members held 26 crab and 44 groundfish
License Limitation Program permits in 2000. Edmonds
residents held 19 crab, 1 GOA groundfish, 29 BSAI
groundfish, 9 halibut, 12 herring, 49 salmon, and 1
shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Community members held 5,113,740 halibut
and 6,581,698 sablefish individual fishing quota shares.

Edmonds residents held 134 crew member licenses
for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Edmonds residents purchased 422 Alaskan
sportfishing licenses in 2000.
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11. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due
to few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted
nature of the fishery in 2000.

12. See note 11.

13. See note 11.
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Everett

People and Place

Location

Everett is on the eastern shore of Puget Sound.
Situated in Snohomish County, the city encompasses
32.5 square miles of land and 15.2 square miles of
surface water. The nearest major U.S. city is Seattle, a
29-mile drive south. Everett’s geographic coordinates
are lat 47°58'45"N, long 122°13'33"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Everett’s
population was 91,488, a 30.8% increase since 1990.
The gender composition was 50.9% male and 49.1%
female. The median age of 32.2 was slightly lower than
the national median of 35.3. In 2000 there was an even
age distribution between males and females. Of the
population 18 years of age and older, 82.6% had a high
school education (including equivalency) or higher,
15.8% had received a bachelor’s degree or higher, and
4.6% had attained a graduate or professional degree; the
national averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8%
respectively.

The vast majority of Everett’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (81.1%),
followed by Asian (6.3%), people who identified as two
or more races (4.2%), black (3.3%), people who
identified as another race (3.1%), American Indian and
Alaska Native (1.6%), and Pacific Islander (0.4%).
Ethnicity data indicate that 7.1% identified as Hispanic.
In 2000 12.4% were foreign-born, with 41.8% from
Asian countries and 18.5% from Mexico.

History

The area known as Port Gardner Bay was once
home to members of the Snohomish Tribe. Following
the Indian Wars in the 1850s, the Snohomish and other
local tribes, restructured as the confederation known as
Tulalip, were moved to a reservation established at
Tulalip Bay.! European settlers arrived on homestead
grants lured by the economic opportunities provided by
local natural resources, particularly timber and ore.
Wealthy East Coast and regional investors, believing the
area was a West Coast terminal for the Great Northern
Railroad, began clearing the land in the 1890s to support
the industrial town. Lumber and shingle mills, along
with a nail factory, a paper mill, and a barge works began
operations in the late 1890s.
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In 1893 Everett was incorporated and named after
the son of an investor, Charles Colby. Designers set
aside Everett’s waterfront for industrial purposes that by
the 1900s included shipbuilders, fisheries, and canneries
alongside the lumber companies. The city’s population
tripled over the next decade and reached 24,000 in 1910.2
During the next two decades Everett’s economy was
dominated by the lumber-shingle trade and by the 1920s
the city’s importance as a regional and international port
was established. Everett was known as the “Lumber
Capital of the World” in the early 1900s due to the
Weyerhaeuser mill that employed more than 1,500
workers.?

Snohomish County and the City of Everett
welcomed the arrival of The Boeing Company in the
1960s. Over the next 40 years Everett’s economy
diversified to include telecommunications, computer
technology, electronics, health care, education, and
tourism. Local residents and tourists enjoy several
community events that are associated with the maritime
industry, including Salty Sea Days and Jetty Island Days.
Today Everett’s working waterfront shares the shoreline
with a Navy homeport, established during the 1990s.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 63.5% of
Everett’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 5.3% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 7.7% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
31.2% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The major employment
sectors were management, professional, and related
occupations (27.2%), sales and office occupations
(25.9%), production, transportation, and material moving
occupations (17%), and local, state, and federal
governments (11.8%). Natural resource jobs including
agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting employed 0.5%
in 2000, but this percentage may be artificially low given
that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data. Everett’s economy also
relies on its deepwater port, naval station, and tourism
sector.*

The city’s top employers in 2001 were The Boeing
Company (23,700), Providence Hospital (2,500),
Snohomish County (2,478), and Verizon (1,659).5
Several shipbuilding and repair companies are located in
Everett, including Everett Shipyard, Hansen Boat
Company, Nexus Marine Corporation, The Corner Boat
Shop, and The Fishermen’s Boat Shop Inc.

2000 Employment structure
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According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $20,577 and the median household
income was $40,100. In 2000 12.9% lived below the
poverty level, comparable to the national average of
12.4%. There were 38,512 housing units in Everett in
2000, 46% owner occupied and 54% renter occupied.
The housing unit vacancy rate was 56.8%, with 3.4% due
to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

The City of Everett was incorporated in 1893 and
has a mayor-city council form of government. The
mayor is elected and heads the Office of Administration.
Six additional individuals serve in the Office of
Administration, providing support and guidance to the
city council. The city council has seven members and
provides policy direction to the administrative branch of
the city government. Snohomish County levies an 8.9%
sales tax and a 2% lodging tax. See the Governance
subsection (page 43) in the Overview section for a more
detailed discussion of taxes affecting fisherman and
processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The nearest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 12 miles south in
Mill Creek. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) maintains
the motor vessel Henry Blake and 28 active personnel in
Everett, charged with ensuring the waterways are safe
and that navigational instruments are functional. In
addition they perform search and rescue operations,
maritime law enforcement, and marine environmental
protection. The USCG Bellingham Station, home to six
vessels, also is responsible for the Everett area. The
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Bellingham Station’s area of responsibility includes the
San Juan Islands north to the Canada border and south to
Admiralty Inlet.

Facilities

Everett is accessible by ground, air, and water.
Interstate 5 (north-south) runs through the city. Interstate
90 in Seattle is the nearest major east-west thoroughfare.
The city provides local bus transportation to nearby
towns, the Seattle area, and Vancouver, British
Columbia. Commuter rail service operates daily between
Everett and Seattle, and there is an Amtrak station in
Everett that provides national and international
connections. The Snohomish County Airport Paine Field
in Everett is certified for carrier operations. The Seattle-

Tacoma International Airport is the closest major airport.

The Everett Public School District has 16
elementary schools, 5 middle schools, and 4 high
schools. Everett Community College serves more than
8,000 students. Everett’s Public Works Department
provides electricity, water, wastewater, and solid waste
services to city residents. The Everett Police and Fire
departments administer public safety. The Providence
Everett Medical Center is the only hospital in Everett.
The tourism industry is fairly developed with more than
20 hotels located in the city. Community businesses
include the Everett Public Library, the Everett Center for
the Arts, the Snohomish County Museum, the Children’s
Museum, and several places of worship.

The Port of Everett, situated on Port Gardner Bay at
the mouth of the Snohomish River, was created in 1918.
The Everett Port District has jurisdiction over a large
portion of western Snohomish County, including the City
of Everett and half of the City of Mukilteo, 7 miles
southwest of Everett. The port currently operates eight
berths, a 4,000-ton refrigerated warehouse, and
additional cold storage space. The Port of Everett Marina
is a full-service marina, providing moorage space for
approximately 2,050 vessels. The marina predominantly
serves recreational vessels; however there is moorage
space available for commercial fishing vessels ranging
from 32 to 65 feet. The commercial fishing vessel rate is
$4.49 per foot per month. There are numerous amenities
at the port including restaurants, showers, laundry, and a
fuel dock. The port is also home to stores that sell fishing
licenses, bait, tackle, charts, and ice. The Port of Everett
boatyard, located within the marina, offers haul-out
services, and local boat businesses can provide
mechanical, electrical, and structural repair assistance.
The port is served by the Burlington Northern/Santa Fe
Railroad.

There are several fishery-related organizations in the
area including the Everett Steelhead and Salmon Club

and the Snohomish Sportsmen’s Club. The Snohomish
Sportsmen’s Club sponsors the Annual Everett Coho
Derby on the waters of north-central Puget Sound in
September. These clubs plus the Mukilteo Saltwater
Anglers also are active in youth programs such as The
Salmon and Plants for Kids Program that encourages
school-aged children to plant and monitor native
vegetation along salmon streams.

Several Everett residents serve on the Snohomish
County Marine Resources Committee (MRC), an 11-
member group of citizen volunteers established in 1999
to address local issues related to marine resource
management and advise county officials. Of the
Northwest Straits counties, Snohomish County is the
most populous and has the largest amount of modified
shoreline (99 of 133 miles), which is mainly because of
the railroad bed that has existed for more than a century.
The Snohomish MRC has been involved in several
activities, including juvenile crab habitat projects, a
Dungeness crab stewardship plan, nearshore restoration
projects, as well as numerous public involvement and
education activities.®

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Fishing has been an important activity for Everett
residents, dating back to the early 1900s. Although
fishing is not as economically significant to the economy
as in the past, residents still participate in crabbing and
fishing for bottomfish, salmon, and other species.’

In 2000 394 vessels delivered landings to Everett,
including 160 commercial, 157 tribal commercial, and 77
personal-use vessels. Landings in the community were in
the following West Coast fisheries (data shown represent
landings in metric tons/value of said landings/number of
vessels landing): crab 185 t/$§915,210/98; groundfish
confidential/confidential/2; salmon 494 t/$795,325/313;
shellfish confidential/confidential/2; shrimp 21 t/
$70,585/8; and other species 59 t/$333,197/7.

Everett residents owned 32 vessels in 2000,
including 17 that participated in the federally managed
groundfish fishery. The number in each said fishery by
state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 2/0/2, crab 4/0/0,
groundfish 5/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/0/NA,
salmon 19/1/0, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and
other species 6/0/0.%

In 2000 recorded data indicate that the number of
Everett residents holding permits in each said fishery by
state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 0/1/3, crab 6/0/0,
groundfish 1/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 35/1/1, shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 2/0/1.°

105



According to available data, 58 state permits were
registered to Everett residents in 2000. The number in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal
pelagic 0/1/3, crab 8/0/0, groundfish 3/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 38/0/2, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 2/0/1.1°

There was at least one seafood processor operating
in Everett in 2000. Quality Seafood Services LLC, was
started in 1998 and now serves as a processor and cold
storage plant for seafood products primarily from Puget
Sound and Alaskan fisheries. During halibut and salmon
season the company packs primarily fresh fish, but it also
specializes in filleting, vacuum-packing, and freezing
salmon, halibut, black cod, and crab.!! Located at the
Port of Everett, Quality Seafood Services provides off-
loading services for local vessels. Additionally there are
several businesses in the community engaged in seafood
retail such as the Waterfront Fish Company, located at
the Port of Everett.

The tribal commercial fishery plays a significant
role in the Everett fishing industry. Tulalip tribal
members living on the Tulalip Reservation, bordered to
the east by the City of Marysville and to the south by
Snohomish River, are engaged in commercial and
subsistence fishing in the Everett area. See the
Marysville community profile (page 43) for more
information on the Tulalip’s natural resources.

Sportfishing

Everett is home to nine licensed agents selling
fishing permits. In 2003 47,481 sportfishing license
transactions were made valued at $474,413. In Catch
Record Card Area 8-2 (Port Susan and Gardner) the 2000
sport catch, based on catch record cards, was 12,798 fish,
including 3,208 Chinook salmon, 9,574 coho salmon, 4
chum salmon, and 12 pink salmon. Marine anglers made
33,536 trips in the sport salmon fishery. Sport fishermen
caught 70 sturgeon in Area 8-2. In 2000 boat-based
anglers caught 1,449 bottomfish in Area 8-1 (Deception
Pass, Hope Island, and Skagit Bay) and Area 8-2. There
was no recreational harvest estimate of clams and oysters
for Area 8-2 in 2000. In 2000 and 2003 there was at least
one salmonid charter fishing operator in Everett.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Tulalip
Tribes members are highly engaged in subsistence
fishing for finfish and shellfish, however specific data is
unavailable.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Everett residents owned 109 vessels that
were involved in North Pacific fisheries. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing): Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) groundfish confidential/
confidential/1; other finfish confidential/confidential/3;
Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish confidential/
confidential/2; halibut 135 t/$754,640/4; herring 263 t/
$61,820/9; salmon 1787 t/$1,985,640/40; and shellfish
confidential/confidential/2.

Everett residents held 131 state and federal permits
in 2000, including 67 individuals who held state permits
and 37 who held federal permits (note: it is possible for
individuals to hold more than one permit at a time).
Community members held one crab and eight groundfish
License Limitation Program permits. Residents held 12
crab, 16 BSAI groundfish, 11 halibut, 18 herring, 55
salmon, and 2 shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission permits in 2000. Everett residents were
allotted 2,476,296 halibut and 4,966,915 sablefish
individual quota shares.

Everett residents held 134 crew member licenses for
North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Everett residents purchased 487 Alaska sportfishing
licenses in 2000.

Notes

1. City of Everett. 2006. A brief history of Everett,
Washington. Online at http://www.everettwa.org/default.aspx?ID
=575 [accessed 31 January 2007].

2. See note 1.

3. Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission. 2004. West
Coast marine fishing community descriptions. Online at http://
www.psmfc.org/efin/abstracts-data.html [accessed 31 January 2007].

4. City of Everett. No date. Community profile. Online at
http://www.everettwa.org/Business/default.asp?sectionid=7&parentid
=2 [accessed 31 January 2007].

5. City of Everett. 2001. Major employers. Online at http://
www.everettwa.org/Get PDF.aspx?pdfID=139 [accessed 31 January
2007].

6. Snohomish County Marine Resource Committee. 2003. The
role of the Snohomish County Marine Resources Advisory Committee
in the Northwest Straits Marine Conservation Initiative. Online at
http://www.psat.wa.gov/Publications/03_proceedings/PAPERS/
ORAL/10b_johns.pdf [accessed 31 January 2007].

7. See note 3.

8. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

9. See note 8.
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10. See note 8.
11. Field notes, Quality Seafood Services, Everett, WA., 22
September 2004.
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Ferndale

People and Place

Location

Ferndale is in the rain shadow of the Olympic
Mountain range on the shore of northeastern Puget
Sound. Situated in Whatcom County, the city
encompasses 6.2 square miles of land and 0.1 square
miles of water. The nearest major U.S. city is Seattle, a
98-mile drive south, while Vancouver, British Columbia,
is a 43-mile drive north. Ferndale’s geographic
coordinates are lat 48°50'48"N, long 122°35'23"W.

Demographic Profile

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, Ferndale’s
population was 8,758, an increase from 5,398 in 1990.
The gender composition was 51.1% female and 48.9%
male. The median age of 32 years was below the
national average of 35.3. The age structure demonstrates
usual population trends for a community without a major
tertiary education provider. Of the population 18 years of
age and older, 81.8% had a high school education
(including equivalency) or higher, 16.4% had received a
bachelor’s degree or higher, and 5.2% had attained a
graduate or professional degree; the national averages
were 79.9%, 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively. For 37.2%, a
high school degree or equivalent was the highest level of
educational attainment.

The vast majority of Ferndale’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (84.8%),
followed by people who identified with another race
(5.3%), people who identified with two or more races
(3.8%), American Indian and Alaska Native (2.6%),
Asian (2.4%), black (0.8%), and Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander (0.3%). Ethnicity data indicate that 9%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 3.7% were foreign-born,
with the majority from the Americas outside of the
United States, followed by people form Europe. The
largest numbers of people denoting ancestry were
German, English, Irish, and Norwegian.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 87.6% lived in
family households in 2000.

History

Ferndale is located close to the homes of the Lummi
and Nooksack tribes, and the ancient history of the area
involves the Coast Salish people who lived by hunting,
fishing, gathering, and trading in the region. European
explorations in the late 1700s followed by trappers,
traders, and gold miners in the early 1800s were
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harbingers of major changes to come. In 1855 the
Lummi signed the Treaty of Point Elliot with the United
States. The Nooksack never signed a treaty with the
United States and in 1873 were ordered to move to the
Lummi Reservation on the coast. However, because the
Nooksack did not feel an affinity toward the Lummi,
most returned upriver to their ancestral lands. In the
1970s, after receiving federal recognition as a tribe, the
Nooksack established a small reservation at Deming.

The history of Whatcom County is described in
some detail in the Bellingham community profile.
History specific to the location of Ferndale indicates a
typical Western Washington pattern of agricultural and
natural resource-based settlement by European
Americans in the late 1800s, marked by a rivalry between
towns for growth and regional supremacy.

Ferndale grew around the Nooksack River.
According to some sources, about 15 families had settled
in Ferndale by 1872.! Billy Clark, Cecelia Chanique, his
Native American wife, and their children, who built a
home in 1873, were the first pioneers to settle in the
Ferndale area. Clark was from Texas, but had gone to
Canada to work for the Hudson’s Bay Company and
became an English subject. Therefore, despite occupying
the house on the Nooksack River for more than a decade,
he was unable to file claim on it under the Homestead
Act. Family friend Darius Rogers filed the claim and
was technically the first nonnative property owner in the
area.

The name Ferndale was adopted in 1876, having
been coined by Alice Eldridge, the first teacher on the
Nooksack River, to replace the informal name Jam,
referring to the nearby logjam on the river. The Lummi
called the area Te-tas-um. Ferndale’s place as a center of
commerce was challenged by upstart West Ferndale on
the other side of the river, but eventually the east side
prevailed. By 1882 Ferndale had two stores, two
saloons, one hotel, and a post office, and was considered
a contender for county seat (won by Fairhaven, now a
part of Bellingham). By 1889 there were more stores,
two schools, a church, a saw mill, and a telegraph office.
In addition that year Ferndale had the county champion
baseball team and a notable coronet band.?> The
Hovander Homestead built in 1903 is now a park. In
recognition of Ferndale’s pioneer heritage, the Hovander
farmhouse, barn, and other buildings on the property
have been restored and are open to the public.

As the land near Ferndale was cleared of timber,
agricultural production increased. A bridge across the
Nooksack River was built in the 1930s. Farming
continued to be important to Ferndale as other industries
developed. In the 1960s Interstate 5 was built along the
West Coast, passing along the northeastern edge of
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Ferndale. In 2003 Ferndale’s downtown received a
major makeover that included putting overhead electrical
wires underground and widening the bridge across the
river.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 61.8% of
Ferndale’s potential labor force 16 years old and older
were employed, 4.7% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 7% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
33.5% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The largest employment
sectors were education, health, and social services and
manufacturing (20%) and local, state, and federal
governments (12%).

Natural resource jobs including agriculture, forestry,
fishing, and hunting employed only 131 or 4% of 3,758
people 16 years of age and older in 2000, but this
percentage may be artificially low given that many
fishermen are self-employed and are underrepresented in
these data.

Ferndale refers to itself as “farm country” and has
an important agricultural base in and around the city.
Future Farmers of America and other agricultural
programs are regular features of life. Whatcom County
produces 65% of the raspberries grown in the United
States.* In addition to farming, oil and gas is an
important industry. British Petroleum Cherry Point
Refinery and Conoco Phillips Ferndale Refinery are
major employers in Whatcom County, and are located in
Ferndale. Aluminum producer Alcoa Intalco is the
largest employer with 935 employees, with 20% residing
in Ferndale.’
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Ferndale has an important outdoor recreation
industry. It is close to the Mount Baker—Snoqualmie
National Forest and the Mount Baker National
Recreation Area, which provides skiing, snowboarding,
hiking, rafting, and camping recreations. To the west, the
beaches of Birch Bay offer clam digging, swimming, and
boating. Recreational fishing is available in salt water
and in freshwater at the Lake Terrell Wildlife Refuge, 5
miles west of Ferndale. Duck hunting and bird watching
also are popular in the refuge.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $15,982 and the median income was
$36,375. In 1999 13.2% lived below the poverty level,
slightly above the national average of 12.4%. In 2000
there were 3,292 housing units in Ferndale, with 65.6%
owner occupied and 34.4% renter occupied. The housing
unit vacancy rate was 4.4%, with 5.5% due to seasonal,
recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

The City of Ferndale is organized as a mayor-
council form of government. The mayor has
responsibility for exercising general supervision over the
administrative affairs of the city, the responsibility for the
appointment and removal of personnel, and the execution
of the laws and policies as adopted by the city council.
The city council has seven members with staggered
terms. Whatcom County, including Ferndale, levies an
8.4% sales tax and a 4% lodging tax. See the
Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The nearest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) office is 93 miles south in
Mill Creek. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Station
Bellingham was established in 1947 and provides six
vessels. Its area of responsibility includes the San Juan
Islands north to the Canada border and south to
Admiralty Inlet. The USCG often works in close
partnership with the Canada Coast Guard and is
occasionally involved in international search and rescue
and law enforcement operations.

Facilities

Ferndale is accessible by ground, sea, and air. The
city is located on the Interstate 5 corridor (north-south).
The nearest major highways running east-west are
Interstate 90, 100 miles south in Seattle and Canadian

National 1, approximately 43 miles north in Vancouver,
British Columbia. Washington State Route 20, the North
Cascades Highway, also runs eastward but is closed in
the winter. The Bellingham/Fairhaven Station (15 miles
south) offers Amtrak service. The Bellingham
International Airport is the nearest facility. There is also
a municipal airport in Blaine (14 miles north). The
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport and the Vancouver
(British Columbia) International Airport are the nearest
major facilities. Ferndale does not have any marine
facilities. The nearest marine facilities are located on
nearby Lummi and Bellingham bays.

The Ferndale School District has six elementary
schools, two middle schools, and two high schools, one
of which is a “high tech” high school partially funded by
grants from the Gates Foundation.® There are no private
schools in Ferndale, but there are 12 private schools in
the Bellingham area. Colleges in Bellingham include
Western Washington University, Whatcom Community
College, Bellingham Technical College, and the
Northwest Indian College.

Puget Sound Energy is the primary electricity
provider, and Cascade Natural Gas in Bellingham
services Ferndale. The City of Ferndale Department of
Public Works provides water and sewer services to the
community; treated drinking water comes from the
Nooksack River, from which Ferndale takes 1.5 million
gallons a day. A small portion of the town’s residents
draw drinking water from groundwater by individual
wells or the Ferndale Mobile Village water system. The
Ferndale Police Department and the Whatcom County
Fire District No. 7 administer public safety. St. Joseph’s
Hospital in Bellingham is the nearest major medical
facility that provides a full range of inpatient and
outpatient services. There are two hotels located in
Ferndale and 30 or more within 10 minutes in
Bellingham.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

There were zero unique vessels that delivered
landings to Ferndale in 2000. That year Ferndale
residents owned 25 vessels, including 18 that participated
in the federally managed groundfish fishery. The number
of vessels owned by Ferndale residents participating in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal
pelagic 1/0/1, crab 8/0/0, groundfish 5/0/NA, highly
migratory species NA/O/NA, salmon 12/0/0, shellfish
NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 4/0/0.”

Two Ferndale residents held two federal groundfish
fishery permits in 2000. The number of Ferndale
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residents holding permits in each said fishery by state
(WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/0, crab 10/0/0,
groundfish 2/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 25/0/0, and shellfish 0/0/NA.8

According to available data, 77 state and federal
permits were registered to Ferndale residents in 2000.
The number of permits held by community members in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal
pelagic 2/0/14, crab 21/0/0, groundfish 8/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 30/0/0, and shellfish
0/0/NA.°

In 2000 there was at least one seafood processor
operating in Ferndale, Barlean’s Fishery Inc. Barlean’s
owns and operates its own reefnet boat in an attempt to
provide a higher quality product and a more consistent
supply of wild salmon. Barlean’s, open year round to
buy and sell seafood, also offers halibut, Dungeness crab,
spot prawns, wild sturgeon, clams, mussels, and Pacific
oysters.'?

Ferndale is near the Lummi and Nooksack tribal
fisheries. Information about Lummi fisheries can be
found in the Blaine and Bellingham community profiles.
The Nooksack Tribe manages tribal fisheries for salmon,
crab, shrimp, sea cucumber, and sea urchin. The
Nooksack Natural Resources Department distributes
salmon carcasses in the Nooksack River in an effort to
restore nutrients to the water and rehabilitate declining
salmon runs.

Sportfishing

In 2000 there were no registered charter fishing
operators in Ferndale. In 2003 there were 1,851
sportfishing license transactions valued at $29,388. In
2005 there was one license dealer in the city registered
with the WDFW. In Catch Record Card Area 7 (San
Juan Islands), the 2000 sport catch, based on catch record
cards, was 7,178 fish, including 4,495 Chinook salmon,
2,644 coho salmon, 21 chum salmon, and 18 sockeye
salmon. In 2000 marine anglers made 30,627 trips in the
sport salmon fishery. Boat-based anglers caught 5,897
bottomfish in Area 7. The recreational harvest of clams
(Ibs) and oysters (#) for Area 7 in 2000 was estimated to
be 115,273 and 0 respectively; harvest occurred over an
estimated 19,752 user trips.

Subsistence

Local tribes (e.g., Lummi, Nooksack) fish in the
lower Nooksack River in a ceremonial and subsistence
fishery that is timed to minimize the potential catch of
Endangered Species Act-listed Chinook salmon.
Subsistence fishing is not discussed in great detail in this
community profile due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Ferndale residents owned 26 unique vessels
that were involved in North Pacific fisheries.
Community members landed fish in the following North
Pacific fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
other finfish confidential/confidential/1, Gulf of Alaska
(GOA) groundfish confidential/confidential/1, halibut
confidential/confidential/2, herring confidential/
confidential/3, and salmon 1,001t/$882,210/19.

Ferndale residents held 50 state and federal permits
in 2000, including 27 individuals who held state permits
and 5 individuals who held registered federal permits.
Residents held three crab License Limitation Program
permits. Community members held 1 crab, 2 GOA
groundfish, 6 Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
groundfish, 5 halibut, 9 herring, 21 salmon, and 1
shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Residents held 86,876 halibut individual fishing
quota shares; however residents held no sablefish quota
shares.

Ferndale residents held 54 crew member licenses for
North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Ferndale residents purchased 113 Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.

Notes

1. WA GenWeb. No date. Geographic background of Whatcom
County. Online at http://www.rootsweb.com/~wawhatco/geog.htm
[accessed 31 January 2007].

2. Blaine Journal. 1889. Whatcom County settlements. Blaine
Journal, Blaine, WA. 31 October 1889. Online at http://
www.rootsweb.com/~wawhatco/towns.htm [accessed 31 January
2007.

3. Ferndale.net. 2002. Tour Ferndale’s friendly farms. Online
at http://www.ferndale.net/mod.php?mod=userpage&menu=1103
&page 1d=24 [accessed 31 January 2007].

4. Ferndale.net. 2002. Welcome to Ferndale, Washington.
Online at http://www.ferndale.net/index.php?menu=1 [accessed 31
January 2007].

5. Field notes, community member, Ferndale, WA, 25 May
2006.

6. See note 5.

7. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

8. See note 7.

9. See note 7.

10. Barlean’s Fishery Inc. No date. About Barlean’s Fishery.
Online at http://www.barleansfishery.com/PagelD/141/default.aspx
[accessed 31 January 2007].
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Fox Island

People and Place

Location

Fox Island is in the south Puget Sound region, north
of McNeil Island and west of Tacoma. Situated in Pierce
County, Fox Island encompasses 5.2 square miles of land
and 1.2 square miles of water. The nearest major U.S.
city is Seattle, a 50-mile drive northeast. Fox Island’s
geographic coordinates are lat 47°15'06"N, long
122°37'40"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Fox Island’s
population was 2,803, an increase of approximately 39%
from 2,017 in 1990. The gender composition was 50.2%
male and 49.8% female. The median age of 41.5 years
was significantly higher than the national median age of
35.3. Of the population age 18 years and older, 93.8%
had a high school education (including equivalency) or
higher, 38.1% had received a bachelor’s degree or higher,
and 14% had attained a graduate or professional degree.
All categories were higher than the national averages of
79.7%., 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Fox Island’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (94.1%),
followed people who identified as two or more races
(2.4%), Asian (1.6%), American Indian and Alaska
Native (0.7%), black (0.6%), people who identified as
another race (0.4%), and Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander (0.1%). Ethnicity data indicate that 1.9%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 0.9% were foreign-born,
with all from European countries. The highest
percentage of those reporting ancestry were German
(20%), followed by English (12.1%), Norwegian
(10.9%), and Irish (9.7%).

History

The 1838 George Wilkes Expedition, the first
government-sponsored maritime expedition, consisted of
six sailing vessels that began their expedition in Norfolk,
Virginia. Wilkes named many islands, straits, and
passages after his crew, including Fox Island after Lt.
John L. Fox, the assistant surgeon on the expedition.!
The island is also known as Rosario on current British
Admiralty charts. It is believed that local Native
Americans historically referred to the island as “Batil
Merman.”

Between 1855 and 1856, Fox Island briefly served
as an internment camp, keeping friendly Indians away
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from warring factions of other Puget Sound groups. In
1889 the Miller pioneer family traveled to the island and
became the first European American settlers.

The Millers were religious and formed what later
became the United Church of Christ. Today the old
chapel is community property; located directly on the
waterfront, the church is a popular spot for weddings.?
The 1910 Fox Island Census reported the island’s
population at 233 persons belonging to 66 families.*

Tanglewood, the island next to Fox Island, once
served as an Indian burial ground. Burials took place in
canoes hung in trees, allowing birds to eat the remains;
the bodies were later buried underground. Farming,
particularly of strawberries, became a common activity
among the island’s early European American settlers.
Two toll bridges, the Tacoma Narrows Bridge and the
Fox Island Bridge, built in 1954, provided access to Fox
Island. Nichols School served island residents until
1961, when students began to travel by bus to nearby
Artondale Elementary. Today the island is home to one
commercial enterprise, Fox Island Trading Post and Deli,
and a post office.’

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 64% of Fox
Island’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 3.3% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 4.9% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
32.7% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The top employment sectors
were educational, health, and social services (24.3%),
local, state, and federal governments (22.3%),
professional, scientific, management, administrative, and
waste management services (14.2%), finance, insurance,
real estate, and rental and leasing (9.7%), manufacturing
(8.1%), and retail trade (7.6%). Natural resources jobs
including agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
employed 0.4%, but this percentage may be artificially
low given that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data.

The Fox Island Laboratory, conducting acoustic and
performance measurements for the U.S. Navy and others
for more than 40 years, operates in Carr Inlet. The
facility’s mission is to “provide a unique, shallow water,
protected, ocean environment facility which operates and
maintains an M241 barge, shore facilities, personnel and
resources required to support research, development,
testing and evaluation or military and commercial
projects.”®

2000 Employment structure

Not in labor force
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According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $32,533 and the median household
income was $69,135. In 1999 3.2% lived below the
poverty level, compared to the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 1,150 housing units, with
91.7% owner occupied and 8.3% renter occupied. The
housing unit vacancy rate was 8.9%.

Governance

The unincorporated community of Fox Island is
governed by the legislative branch of Pierce County. The
legislative branch is made up of seven elected county
council members including: a chairman, vice chairman,
executive pro tempore, and four additional members.
Pierce County levies an 8.2% sales and use tax in its
unincorporated areas. There is a 2—5% lodging tax in
effect on Fox Island, dependent upon the number of
rooms or spaces in the establishment. See the
Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the
Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are held in the Seattle-Tacoma
area. The nearest Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife Regional Office is 82 miles southwest in
Montesano. The 13th U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) District
headquarters are in Seattle. There is a USCG office that
serves as a Port Security Unit in Tacoma (18 miles
northeast).

Facilities

Fox Island is accessible by ground and sea. It is
reachable via the Tacoma Narrows Bridge on
Washington Highway 16 and the Fox Island Bridge. The
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Tacoma-Seattle International Airport is the nearest major
facility. The Tacoma Narrow Airport, with one 5,000-
foot paved runway, is a public-use facility in Gig Harbor
(8 miles north).

Fox Island is in the Peninsula School District;
however there are no schools on Fox Island. Students are
bussed to elementary, middle, and high school in Gig
Harbor. Peninsula Light administers electricity services.
The Fox Island Mutual Water Association supplies water.
There are no sewer services on the island; local residents
use septic systems.” The Pierce County Sheriff’s Office
and the volunteer-staffed Fox Island Fire Station
administer public safety. Tacoma General Hospital and
Saint Joseph’s Medical Center in Tacoma and Saint
Claire Hospital in Lakewood are the nearest medical
centers.

The Fox Island Community and Recreation
Association (FICRA), established in 1970, serves “to
promote matters pertaining to the health and safety of
Fox Island residents, to promote the welfare and
development of Fox Island, and to provide recreation and
social activities of a non-profit nature as a public service
to the residents of the island.”® A FICRA community
crime prevention committee has been developed to
respond to the rise in crime and FICRA Crime Watch, a
citizen’s patrol and neighborhood watch, is in effect. In
addition FICRA has developed a warning system,
consisting of raised orange flags on Fox Island Bridge
that alerts community members when crimes have
occurred.’

There is one bed and breakfast on the Island,
Beachside Bed & Breakfast; additional lodging is
available in Tacoma and Gig Harbor. A public dock is
located near Fox Island Bridge.!® The Fox Island Yacht
Club on Cedrona Bay has various membership activities
including the Commodores Ball and pancake
breakfasts.!!

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Recorded data indicates that there were zero
landings delivered to Fox Island in 2000. There were
also no known fish or shellfish processors operating in
the community. In 2000 five vessels were owned by Fox
Island residents, including three vessels that participated
in the federally managed groundfish fishery. The number
of vessels owned by Fox Island residents in 2000
participating in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA)
was: coastal pelagic 2/0/0, groundfish 0/0/NA, highly
migratory species NA/O/NA, salmon (2/0/0), shellfish
NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 1/0/0.'2

Recorded data indicate that in 2000 the number of
Fox Island residents holding permits in each said fishery
by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 2/0/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 1/0/0.3

Fox Island residents held five state permits in 2000.
The number of permits held by Fox Island community
members in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
coastal pelagic 2/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 2/0/0, shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 1/0/0.'4

Sportfishing

The 2000 sport catch, based on catch record cards,
in Catch Record Card Area 13 (South Puget Sound, all
waters south of Tacoma Narrows Bridge) was 5,131 fish,
including 1,649 Chinook salmon, 2,226 coho salmon,
and 1, 256 chum salmon. Marine anglers made 26,089
trips in the sport salmon fishery. Boat-based anglers
caught 8,025 bottomfish in Area 13 in 2000.
Recreational use and harvest of clams (pounds) and
oysters (number) in Area 13 was estimated at 30,147 and
65,007 respectively; harvest occurred over approximately
7,065 user trips. Fox Point Fishing Pier in the
community is available to anglers.

Subsistence

Tribal and nontribal community members may be
engaged in subsistence fishing. Subsistence fishing is
not discussed in detail in this community profile due to
the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Fox Island residents owned three vessels
that were involved in North Pacific fisheries.
Community members landed fish in the following North
Pacific fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
other finfish confidential/confidential/1, Gulf of Alaska
groundfish confidential/confidential/2, halibut
confidential/confidential/2, and salmon confidential/
confidential/1.

Fox Island residents held 10 permits in 2000,
including 5 individuals who held federal permits and 1
individual who held a state permit(note: it is possible for
individuals to hold more than one permit at a time).
Residents held three groundfish License Limitation
Program permits in 2000. Residents held two Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands groundfish, one halibut, one herring,
and one salmon Commercial Fisheries Entry
Commission permit. Community members held
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1,051,635 halibut and 82,610 sablefish individual fishing
quota shares.

Five Fox Island residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

In 2000 Fox Island residents purchased 57 Alaska
sportfishing licenses.

Notes

1. D. M. Buerge. 1987. The Wilkes expedition in the Pacific
Northwest. Columbia Magazine 1(1):17, Online at http://
www.washingtonhistory.org/wshs/columbia/articles/0187-al.htm
[accessed 31 January 2007].

2. Tacoma Public Library. 2005. Washington place names, Fox
Island. Online at http://search.tpl.lib.wa.us/wanames/placfulld.asp
?1-8665 [accessed 31 January 2007].

3. Field notes, Fox Island Historical Society, Fox Island, WA, 21
January 2005.

4. FoxlIsland.net. 2003. 1910 census. Online at http://
www.foxisland.net/1910Census.htm [accessed 31 January 2007].

5. See note 3.

6. Fox Island Laboratory. No date. Our mission. Online at
http://www.dt.navy.mil/detpuget/frameset.html [accessed 31 January
2007].

7. See note 3.

8. FoxIsland.net. 2004. FICRA. Online at http://
www.foxisland.net/ficra.htm [accessed 31 January 2007].

9. FoxlIsland.net. 2004. FICRA crime watch. Online at http://
www.foxisland.net/crime_watch.asp [accessed 31 January 2007].

10. See note 3.

11. FoxIsland.net. 2004. Organizations. Online at http://
www.foxisland.net/organizations.asp [accessed 31 January 2007].

12. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of the fishery in 2000.

13. See note 12.

14. See note 12.
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Friday Harbor

People and Place

Location

Friday Harbor is on the southeastern side of San
Juan Island, the geographic and commercial center of a
chain of 172 islands spanning the U.S.-Canada border in
the northern Puget Sound. Situated in San Juan County,
the community encompasses 1.4 square miles of land and
0.1 square miles of water. The nearest major U.S. city is
Seattle, a 105-mile drive southwest but also reachable by
plane or a combination of boat and land transport. Friday
Harbor’s geographic coordinates are lat 48°32'04"N,
long 123°00'57"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Friday Harbor’s
population was 1,989, an increase from 1,492 in 1990.
The gender composition was 54% female and 46% male.
The median age of 40.6 years was notably higher than the
national average of 35.3. The age structure of Friday
Harbor reflects that the town is a popular site for second
homes among middle age professionals and retirees. Of
the population 18 years of age and older, 88.1% had a
high school education (including equivalency) or higher,
25.4% had earned a bachelor’s degree or higher, and
7.7% had attained a graduate or professional degree; the
national averages were 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8%
respectively. For 33.2% a high school degree (including
equivalency) was the highest level of educational
attainment.

The vast majority of Friday Harbor’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (92%),
followed by people who identified as another race
(2.6%), people who identified as two or more races
(1.8%), Asian (1.4%), American Indian and Alaska
Native (1.3%), black (0.7%), and Native Hawaiian and
other Pacific Islander (0.2%). Ethnicity data indicate that
5.2% identified as Hispanic. In 2000 7.3% of the Friday
Harbor population was foreign-born. The majority of the
foreign-born population was from the Americas outside
of the United States, followed by people from Asia. The
largest numbers of people denoting ancestry were
German, English, and Irish.

In 2000 96% lived in family households.

History

The San Juan archipelago is part of the traditional
area of the Central Coast Salish, collectively made up of
five component language groups: Squamish,
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Halkomelem, Nooksack, Northern Straits, and Clallam.
These five groups traditionally occupied the southern end
of the Strait of Georgia, the lower Fraser Valley in
British Columbia, and lands in and around the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, including portions of the Olympic
Peninsula and the entire San Juan archipelago. Within
those five groups there are several different associated
groups; the Songhees, Saanich, Lummi, and Samish had
winter villages in the islands. Two other groups from the
islands are believed to have joined the Lummi during the
period of European settlement: the Klalakamish from the
north end of San Juan Island and the Swallah from East
Sound on Orcas Island. Long before the development of
commercial fisheries or marine-oriented tourism in the
area, salmon, other fin fish, and orca whales were central
to the survival and worldview of local people. The
principle tribe in the area, the Lummi, harvested salmon
year-round and supplemented their diet with other finfish
and shellfish as well as deer, elk, waterfowl, and roots
and berries. Frequent trade between the tribes and with
settlers was facilitated by cedar canoes.

In 1791 Spanish explorer Juan Francisco de Eliza
was the first European to chart the San Juan Islands.
During the era of European exploration Spanish, British,
French, Russian, and later, Americans, entered the
region, integrating it into extensive fur-trade networks.
Europeans settled the area by the 1800s. However the
national border between the United States and Canada
was not defined until after a protracted territorial
disagreement that lasted from 1845 to 1872 was
resolved.! Subsequently the area became notorious for
smugglers trafficking in illicit goods, including alcohol
during prohibition, and facilitating the crossing of illegal
aliens. Friday Harbor has been the commercial and
social hub of the San Juan Islands since the 1890s.? By
1900 Friday Harbor was a busy seaport with a population
of 300 or 400 and a large salmon cannery among other
facilities. Eventually the economy stabilized and
gradually declined; the local canning industry became
obsolete when advances in processing, transportation,
and refrigeration allowed it to be shifted to the mainland
where costs were cheaper.3

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 65.4% of
Friday Harbor’s potential labor force 16 years of age and
older were employed, 3.5% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 5% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
31.2% were not in the labor force in 2000, compared to
the national average of 36.1% for the same year. The

2000 Employment structure
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main employment sectors were construction and retail
(each with 17%), arts, entertainment, recreation, and
accommodations (15.5%), and local, state, and federal
governments (12%). Natural resource jobs including
agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting employed only
a very small percentage, but this percentage may be
artificially low given that many fishermen are self-
employed and are underrepresented in these data.

Agriculture, limestone mining, fishing, and now
tourism have each flourished at points during San Juan’s
economic history. Small sailing vessels fished the waters
around the San Juan Islands for commercial purposes as
early as 1850, delivering to larger vessels that would then
transport salted and packed fish to the Hudson’s Bay
Company in Victoria, British Columbia. The local
fishing industry grew alongside increasing technological
and infrastructural capacities that supported a booming
population. The dominant industry in San Juan County is
now tourism and recreation, which continue to expand as
tourism attracts people nationally as well as
internationally to the Pacific Northwest.* Friday Harbor
is the tourism hub of the San Juan Islands and one of the
premier visitor destinations in the Northwest.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $19,792 and the median household
income was $35,139. In 1999 12% lived below the
poverty level, comparable to the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 1,053 housing units in Friday
Harbor, with 49.9% owner occupied and 50.1% renter
occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate was 14.9%,
with 43.9% due to seasonal, recreational, or occasional
use.

Governance

Incorporated in 1909, Friday Harbor is a fourth-
class municipality or town. The Town of Friday Harbor
is organized as a mayor-council form of government.
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Under this system, the mayor and each council member
are elected for 4-year terms. The mayor is the chief
executive officer and presides over council proceedings.
Friday Harbor is the only incorporated town in San Juan
County. San Juan County, including Friday Harbor,
levies a 7.7% retail sales tax and a 2% lodging tax. See
the Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services District Office are in Seattle.
Meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management and North
Pacific Fishery Management councils are routinely held
in the Seattle-Tacoma area. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife office is 87 miles
southeast in Mill Creek. Friday Harbor is under the
jurisdiction of the nearest U.S. Coast Guard (USCQG)
Station Bellingham, which was established in 1947 and
has six vessels. The station’s area of responsibility
includes the San Juan Islands north to the Canada border
and south to Admiralty Inlet. The USCG works in close
partnership with the Canada Coast Guard and is
occasionally involved in international search and rescue
and law enforcement operations.

Facilities

Friday Harbor on San Juan Island is accessible by
sea and air. Washington State Ferries provides access to
Friday Harbor from Anacortes and passenger ferries are
available from Seattle, Port Angeles, Port Townsend,
Everett, Bellingham, and Anacortes. Ferry transportation
1s also available from Victoria, British Columbia.
International seaplane facilities are available at Friday
Harbor. A small airport with good but limited facilities
provides passenger and freight service as well as
connects San Juan Island to Anacortes, Bellingham, and
Seattle with daily scheduled commuter services. The
nearest major airports are the Vancouver International
Airport in British Columbia and Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport.

The San Juan Islands School District has one
elementary school, one middle school, and one high
school. The town provides residents with water, sewer,
garbage, and storm-water services, while the county
operates a solid-waste transfer station and a recycling
facility. The San Juan County Sheriff and the Friday
Harbor Fire Department administer public safety. St.
Joseph’s Hospital in Bellingham (65-mile drive and ferry
trip northeast) offers a full range of inpatient and
outpatient services, but usually requires helicopter
emergency services. The tourism industry in Friday

Harbor is well developed with numerous options for
accommodations across a range of prices.

The Friday Harbor marina has 500 boat slips for
commercial and pleasure boats. There is space available
for 150 visiting boats ranging in size from dinghies to
150-foot yachts. Southern breakwaters are reserved for
vessels more than 45-feet long. The year-round, all
weather marina services include charters and cruises,
vessel repair, fuel dock, and a U.S. Port of Entry.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Of the 36 unique vessels that delivered
nonconfidential landings to Friday Harbor, 18 were
commercial vessels, 16 were tribal commercial vessels,
and 2 were for personal use. Recorded data indicate
landings in the community were in the following West
Coast fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
crab 20 t/$100,584/8; salmon 11 t/$21,744/8; shrimp 5 t/
$41,282/7; and other species 29 t/$73,686/13.

Friday Harbor residents owned 37 vessels in 2000,
including 13 vessels that participated in the federally
managed groundfish fishery. The number of vessels
owned by Friday Harbor residents participating in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 4/0/0,
groundfish 4/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/0/NA,
salmon 12/0/0, shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and
other species 19/0/0.

No Friday Harbor residents owned federally
managed groundfish fishery permits in 2000. The
number of Friday Harbor residents holding permits in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal
pelagic 1/0/0, crab 3/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/
0, salmon 22/0/0, shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 3/0/0, and
other species 13/0/0.6

According to available data, 52 state permits were
registered to Friday Harbor residents in 2000. The
number of permits held by community members in each
said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic
1/0/0, crab 4/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 25/0/0, shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 3/0/0, and other
species 19/0/0.7

There were no seafood processors operating in
Friday Harbor in 2000. The tribal commercial fishery
plays a significant role in the local industry. The Lummi
Natural Resource Department has offices in nearby
Bellingham encompassing several divisions including
Natural Resource Harvest Management, Shellfish
Operations, and Water Resources. The Shellfish
Operation provides a sustainable shellfish program
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through the sale of oyster and clam products using the
shellfish hatchery, Lummi Island Sea Pond, and tribal
tidelands.

According to the Boldt Decision,? in addition to
several reef-net locations (i.e., Orcas, San Juan, Lummi,
and Fidalgo islands, and near Point Roberts and Sandy
Point), the usual and accustomed fishing places of the
Lummi Indians at treaty times included the marine areas
of northern Puget Sound from the Fraser River in British
Columbia south to the northern outskirts of Seattle (as
they existed in 1974), and particularly Bellingham Bay.
Freshwater fisheries included the river drainage systems,
especially the Nooksack River, emptying into the bays
from Boundary Bay south to Fidalgo Bay.

Sportfishing

Sportfishing is an important activity to residents and
visitors in Friday Harbor. In 2000 there were at least five
salmonid charter fishing operators in Friday Harbor. As
of May 2005 there were three licensed agents selling
fishing permits in Friday Harbor. In 2003 there were
6,014 sportfishing license transactions valued at
$77,915.16.

In Catch Record Card Area 7 (San Juan Islands) the
2000 sport catch, based on catch record cards, was 7,178
fish, including 4,495 Chinook salmon, 2,644 coho
salmon, 21 chum salmon, and 18 sockeye salmon. In
2000 marine anglers made 30,627 trips in the sport
salmon fishery. Boat-based anglers caught 5,897
bottomfish in Area 7. The recreational harvest of clams
(pounds) and oysters (number) for Area 7 in 2000 was
estimated to be 115,273 and 0 respectively; harvest
occurred over an estimated 19,752 user trips.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Today
members of the Lummi Tribe and other nontribal
subsistence fishermen obtain fishery resources from the
waters surrounding Friday Harbor. Subsistence fishing is
not discussed in great detail in this community profile
due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Friday Harbor residents owned 25 vessels
that were involved in North Pacific fisheries.
Community members landed fish in the following North
Pacific fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric

tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
crab confidential/confidential/2, Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) groundfish confidential/confidential/1,
other finfish confidential/confidential/1, Gulf of Alaska
(GOA) groundfish confidential/confidential/2, halibut
confidential/confidential/2, herring 79.49 t/$17,970/4,
salmon 1,047.06 t/$927,650/19, and shellfish
confidential/confidential/1.

Friday Harbor residents held 39 state and federal
permits in 2000, including 24 individuals who held state
permits and 13 individuals who held federal permits
(note: it is possible for individuals to hold more than one
permit at a time). Friday Harbor residents held three
groundfish License Limitation Program permits. In 2000
Friday Harbor residents held 2 BSAI groundfish, 2
halibut, 6 herring, 18 salmon, and 6 shellfish Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission permits. Community
members held 703,178 halibut and 2,968,988 sablefish
individual fishing quota shares.

In 2000 31 Friday Harbor residents held crew
member licenses for North Pacific fisheries.

Sportfishing

Friday Harbor residents purchased 78 Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.

Notes

1. Friday Harbor. No date. History and stories. Online at
http://www.fridayharbor.com/ihistory.cfm [accessed 31 January 31
2007].

2. National Park Service. No date. San Juan Island:
Administrative history. Online at http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/
online_books/sajh/adhi2.htm [accessed 31 January 2007].

3. Town of Friday Harbor. No date. History. Online at http://
www.fridayharbor.org/about%20the%20town/AboutTheTown1.htm
[accessed 31 January 2007].

4. Whatcom County Profile. 2001. Labor market and economic
analysis branch, Employment Security Department. Online at http://
www.workforceexplorer.com/aspdotnet/search/adSearch.aspx
?quickSearch=Whatcom County [accessed 31 January 2007].

5. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

6. See note 5.

7. Seenote 5.

8. Center for Columbia River History. No date. Boldt Decision.
Online at http://www.ccrh.org/comm/river/legal/boldt.htm [accessed
31 January 2007].

119



Gig Harbor

People and Place

Location

Gig Harbor is on the Key Peninsula on the west side
of Puget Sound across from Tacoma. The city
encompasses 4.4 square miles of land. The nearest major
U.S. city is Seattle, a 45-mile drive north. Gig Harbor’s
geographic coordinates are lat 47°19'46"N, long
122°34'44"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Gig Harbor’s
population was 6,465, a 99.8% increase since 1990. The
gender composition was 54.4% female and 45.5% male.
The median age of 44.6 was slightly higher than the
national median of 35.3. In 2000 20.3% were age 17 or
younger, 47.1% were between 22 and 59, and 23.0%
were 67 or older. Of the population 18 years of age and
older, 87.8% had a high school education (including
equivalency) or higher, 29.0% had received a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 9.5% had attained a graduate or
professional degree. All were higher than the national
averages of 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8%. For 23.2% a high
school diploma or equivalency was the highest level of
education.

The vast majority of Gig Harbor’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (94.2%),
followed by people identified as two or more races
(1.8%), Asian (1.5%), black (1.1%), American Indian
and Alaskan Native (0.6%), people identified as another
race (0.5%), and Native Hawaiian and other Pacific
Islander (0.2%). Ethnicity data indicate that 3.0%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 4.9% were foreign-born,
with 21.5% from Canada, 16.8% from Malaysia, and
15.9% from Mexico.

In 2000, 76.2% lived in family households.

History

The Puyallup, Nisqually, and Steilacoom tribes, as
well as smaller tribes, have historically inhabited the
Tacoma Basin and southern reaches of Puget Sound.
Prior to arrival of European American settlers,
subsistence fishing was predominantly based on marine
resources although it has since dwindled drastically. The
Treaty of Medicine Creek was signed between the tribes
and the United States in 1854, about 60 years after Lt.
Peter Puget led the first recorded European tour of
southern Puget Sound. The treaty implemented several
social changes, including issues surrounding resource
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access and land ownership. The following year territorial
wars broke out in response to a proposed Nisqually
reservation and other issues with the treaty. Several
tribal members were interned, while others became
laborers.!

Gig Harbor earned its name in 1841 during a U.S.
exploration expedition of Puget Sound. Some explorers,
which included the captain’s gig (i.e., rowboat) and
several longboats, sought shelter there for the winter. By
the late 1860s settlers from Norway, Sweden, and Croatia
made up a burgeoning population based on the growing
fishing industry. With the arrival of the transcontinental
railroad to Tacoma in 1887, the area became an industrial
hub. For the next 100 years, commercial fishing and
related industries such as boat building dominated the
local economy. The harbor and wharves were developed
to serve a group of freight steamers known as the
“Mosquito Fleet.” In the early 1900s the lumber industry
also was significant.

As the economy and population of the area thrived,
regional transport networks connected Gig Harbor to
nearby industrial centers. Steamboats arrived in the
1880s and by 1971 ferries were available to transport
automobiles between Gig Harbor and Tacoma. The
existing Narrows Bridge, which directly links Gig Harbor
to Tacoma, was opened in 1950 following an
unsuccessful earlier attempt.> With easy access across
the water the community evolved into a suburban
residential area but retains an important level of
economic involvement with the fishing industry.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 54.2% of Gig
Harbor’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 2.8% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 4.9% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
43.0% were not in the labor force, compared to the
national average of 36.1%. The main employment
sectors were educational, health, and social services
(25.9%), local, state, and federal governments (15.9%),
manufacturing (8.4%), accommodation and food services
(6.7%), and retail trade (0.3%). Natural resources jobs,
including agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting,
employed 2.6%, but this percentage may be artificially
low given that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $28,318 and the median household
income was $43,456. In 1999 9% lived below the
poverty level, lower than the national average of 12.4%.
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In 2000 there were 3,085 housing units in Gig Harbor,
with 58.9% owner occupied and 41.1% renter occupied.
The housing unit vacancy rate was 6.6%, with 22.9% due
to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

Incorporated in 1946, the City of Gig Harbor has a
mayor-council form of government. The city council is
comprised of a mayor and seven council members. The
mayor appoints a city administrator to oversee day-to-
day operations and to carry out council policies. Gig
Harbor levies an 8.4% sales and use tax and a variable
lodging tax of 2-5%, depending upon the number of
rooms in the establishment. See the Governance
subsection (page 43) in the Overview section for a more
detailed discussion of taxes affecting fisherman and
processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
office and the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
District Office are in Seattle. Meetings of the Pacific
Fishery Management and North Pacific Fishery
Management councils are routinely held in the Seattle-
Tacoma area. The closest Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 76 miles southwest
in Montesano. The 13th U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)
District headquarters are in Seattle. There is a USCG
office that serves as a Port Security Unit in Tacoma.

Facilities

Gig Harbor is accessible by land, air, and water.
The city is on Washington Highway 16 west of the
Tacoma Narrows Bridge that spans Puget Sound from
Tacoma. The Tacoma Narrow Airport, with one 5,000-
foot paved runway, is a public-use facility in Gig Harbor.
The Tacoma-Seattle International Airport is the nearest
major facility.
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Gig Harbor is in the Peninsula School District,
which has 15 schools and 9,200 students with an annual
growth rate of 4-5%. Peninsula Light Company
administers electricity service. The Washington Water
Service Company, the City of Gig Harbor Water
Department, and the Rainier View Water Company
provide water. Puget Sound Energy provides natural gas
service. The Gig Harbor Police Department and Pierce
County Fire District No. 5 administer public safety.
Tacoma General Hospital and Saint Joseph’s Medical
Center in Tacoma and Saint Claire Hospital in Lakewood
are the nearest medical centers. Several medical centers

offering same-day appointments are based in Gig Harbor.

Despite the absence of port facilities within Gig
Harbor itself, the city is closely tied to the Port of
Tacoma, the West Coast’s second largest port behind
Long Beach, California. Burlington Northern and Union
Pacific provide rail service to the Port of Tacoma. The
City of Tacoma operates the Beltline Railway that
services industries in the port area. Eight small marinas
in Gig Harbor supply a variety of boat services, including
leasing, repair, surface ramp, pump-out station,
equipment and sales, and charters.

Gig Harbor has several festivals and marine-related
organizations. The Maritime Gig Festival runs for the
first full weekend of June and is organized by the Gig
Harbor Peninsula Area Chamber of Commerce, partnered
with the City of Gig Harbor and the Gig Harbor
Peninsula Historical Society and Museum. Gig Harbor
has a local Fisherman’s Civic Club as well as several
recreational associations. Gig Harbor is home to 14 bed
and breakfast accommodations, 3 inns, and 2 family
motels.?

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 there were no landings made in Gig Harbor.
Residents owned 30 commercial vessels in 2000,
including 23 that participated in the federally managed
groundfish fishery. The number of vessels owned by Gig
Harbor residents in 2000 that participated in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 4/1/6,
crab 3/0/0, groundfish 1/0/NA, highly migratory species
NA/0/NA, salmon 15/2/0, shellfish NA/O/NA, and other
species 3/0/0.4

In 2000 one Gig Harbor resident held one federal
groundfish permit. The number of Gig Harbor residents
holding permits in the given fisheries by state (WA/OR/
CA) was: coastal pelagic 7/1/9, groundfish 1/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 36/2/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 6/0/2.°

According to available data, there were at least 87
commercial fishing permits registered to Gig Harbor
residents in 2000, including 86 with registered state
permits. The number of state permits held by Gig Harbor
residents in the given fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
coastal pelagic 14/1/17, groundfish 3/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 40/2/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 7/0/2.%

There was at least one seafood processor operating
in Gig Harbor in 2000, primarily producing herring
products. Specific data (estimated pounds of product/
value of product) is confidential.

Sportfishing

There are two licensed vendors selling sportfishing
permits in Gig Harbor. In 2003 Gig Harbor vendors
made 6,329 sportfishing license transactions valued at
$110,257. The 2000-2001 sport catch in Catch Record
Card Area 11 (Tacoma-Vashon Island), based on catch-
card records, was 14,212 fish, including 8,108 Chinook
salmon, 6,054 coho salmon, and 50 chum salmon.
Marine anglers made 72,194 trips in the sports fishery.
In Area 11 six steelhead were caught. Boat-based anglers
caught 2,611 fish in Area 11.

Subsistence

Subsistence harvest for marine species may exist in
the Gig Harbor area. However the extent of susbsistence
harvesting is difficult to quantify due to a scarcity of
data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Gig Harbor residents owned 63 vessels that
participated in North Pacific fisheries. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing): crab
confidential/confidential/3, Bering Sea Aleutian Islands
(BSAI) groundfish confidential/confidential/2, other
finfish confidential/confidential/3, Gulf of Alaska (GOA)
groundfish 1166 t/$1,513,830/6, halibut 187 t/
$1,070,680/4, herring 220 t/$127,330/4, and salmon
2,845 t/$2,105,660/33.

Gig Harbor residents held 89 commercial fishing
permits for North Pacific fisheries in 2000, including 49
individuals who held state permits and 27 individuals
who held federal permits (note: it is possible for
individuals to hold more than one permit at a time).
Residents held 5 crab, 2 GOA groundfish, 12 BSAI
groundfish, 5 halibut, 6 herring, 38 salmon, and 5
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shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Residents held three crab and eight groundfish
License Limitation Program permits. Residents held
2,129,377 halibut and 4,274,178 sablefish individual
fishing quota shares.

Gig Harbor residents held 73 crew member licenses
for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Gig Harbor residents purchased 453 Alaskan
sportfishing licenses in 2000.

Notes

1. The Steilacoom Tribe. No date. Recent history. Online at
http://members.shaw.ca/nyjack/steilacoom/recent_history.htm
[accessed 31 January 2007].

2. Gig Harbor Chamber of Commerce. No date. The Gig
Harbor story. Online at http://www.gigharborchamber.com/
history2.html [accessed 31 January 2007].

3. Gig Harbor Chamber of Commerce. 2005. Accommodations.
Online at http://www.gigharborchamber.com/accommodations.html
[accessed 31 January 2007].

4. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

5. See note 4.

6. See note 4.
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Grayland

People and Place

Location

Grayland is in the South Beach area of Grays Harbor
in southwest Washington. In Grays Harbor County, the
community encompasses 6.8 square miles. The largest
major U.S. city is Seattle, a 132-mile drive northeast.
Grayland’s geographic coordinates are lat 46°48'37"N,
long 124°05'31"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Grayland’s
population was 1,002. The gender composition was
50.5% male and 49.5% female. The median age of 49.6
was above the national average of 35.3. The age
structure of Grayland also shows a marked aging trend
with 33% older than 60 and only 19.9% younger than 25.
This may reflect the absence of an institution of higher
education in or near the community and a declining local
economic outlook. Of the population 18 years of age and
older, 80.7% had a high school education (including
equivalency) or higher, 18.9% had earned a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 4.6% had attained a graduate or
professional degree; the national averages were 79.7%,
22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Grayland’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (95.1%),
followed by people identified as another race (1.7%),
people identified as two or more races (1.4%), American
Indian and Alaska Native (0.9%), Asian (0.5%), and
black (0.4%). Ethnicity data indicate that 2.9% identified
as Hispanic. In 2000 4.6% were foreign-born, with the
majority from the Americas outside of the United States,
followed by Asia.

History

Coastal Salish-speaking Indians have inhabited this
region since before European contact. The Lower
Chehalis people inhabited the area of present-day Grays
Harbor and relied heavily on marine resources, including
fish, seals, clams, and other shellfish. They traded up and
down well-established trade routes throughout the coastal
Pacific Northwest, although their primary village was
located on Chehalis Point, the sand spit on the south
entrance to Grays Harbor.! In 1853 90% of the Chehalis
Tribe, including much of its culture, history, and
heritage, was lost to the “big sick” epidemic, a disease
characterized by extreme fevers.?
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Grayland was named after Captain Robert Gray, the
first American to circumnavigate the world. He
“discovered” Grays Harbor during an expedition to
explore the Northwest coast and establish the U.S. claim
to the Oregon Country in 1792. In the mid-1800s,
Finnish farmers brought cranberries to the Grayland area,
planting them in low-lying bogs. Today Grayland has
more than 80 cranberry growers who cultivate more than
1,000 acres of the fruit, earning this area “The Cranberry
Coast” title.

Much of Grayland’s recent history is connected to
the growth of the tourism industry in nearby Westport (6
miles north). By the late 1870s the area was discovered
to be a potential recreational area. Hotels were built, land
was platted, and the harbor side was named Westport
Beach. Because a Washington town in Lewis County
had already claimed the name Chehalis City, Chehalis
Point became known as Peterson’s Point in the 1870s and
in 1890 was renamed Westport.> Today Grayland, along
with the nearby City of Westport, is a popular recreation
destination, offering whale watching, sportfishing,
camping, and other activities.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of 2000 U.S. Census, 48.1% of
Grayland’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 3.5% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 6.7% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
48.4% of the potential work force was not in the labor
force, compared to the national average of 36.1%. The
main employment sectors were management,
professional, and related occupations (27.8%), sales and
office occupations (27%), and local, state and federal
governments (16.3%). Natural resources jobs, including
agriculture, fishing, and forestry, employed 13.6%, but
this percentage may be artificially low given that many
fishermen are self-employed and are underrepresented in
these data. The Weyerhaeuser Company mill in
Aberdeen was Grays Harbor County’s largest employer,
employing and contracting more than 2,000 workers.*

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the per capita
income in 1999 was $21,723 and the median household
income was $25,776. In 1999 19.3% lived below the
poverty level, compared to the national average of
12.4%. In 2000 there were 902 housing units in
Grayland, with 72.5% owner occupied and 27.5% renter
occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate was 44.3%,

with 80% due to seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.
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Governance

Grayland is an unincorporated census-designated
place in Grays Harbor County. The community relies on
nearby Westport for many administrative and public
works services. The Westport-Grayland Chamber of
Commerce also plays an important role in developing
and promoting local businesses in Grayland. Grays
Harbor County levies an 8.3% sales tax and a 3% lodging
tax. See the Overview subsection (page 43) in the
Governance section for a more detailed discussion of
taxes affecting fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services District Office are in Seattle.
Meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management and North
Pacific Fishery Management councils are routinely held
in the Seattle-Tacoma area. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 33
miles northeast in Montesano. The U.S. Coast Guard
Station (USCG) Grays Harbor is in Aberdeen (23 miles
northeast) at the entrance to Grays Harbor and oversees
Grays Harbor bar, one of the most hazardous bars in the
Pacific Northwest. The USCG station has four vessels
and is responsible for marine safety between Queets
River and Ocean Park and from Preacher’s Slough to 50
nautical miles offshore.

Facilities

Grayland is accessible by ground, sea, and air. The
main roads connecting Grayland to neighboring
communities include Washington Highway 105 east to
Aberdeen and south to Raymond (28 miles southeast).
Grayland does not have port or harbor facilities; for
marine activities, residents of Grayland rely on the City
of Westport. During the spring and summer months, a
passenger-only ferry capable of holding 95 passengers
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operates between Westport and Ocean Shores on the
north side of Grays Harbor. The Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport is the closest major facility.

Grayland is in the Ocosta School District,
headquartered in Westport. The district has an
elementary school and a junior-senior high school. Grays
Harbor Community College is in Aberdeen. South Puget
Sound Community College and Evergreen State College
(both 80 miles east in Olympia) are the nearest colleges
with more than 2,000 students. Grays Harbor Public
Utility District is the primary electricity supplier for the
city. The City of Westport’s Wastewater Treatment Plant
and Water Department provide sewer and water services.
Grays Harbor County Sheriff’s Office and the Grayland
Fire Department administer public safety. Westport has a
medical center, but Grays Harbor Community Hospital in
Aberdeen is the nearest major facility. Four hotels and
motels provide lodging in Grayland, and Westport offers
a variety of lodging facilities. Just outside Grayland is
Grayland Beach State Park, a 412-acre marine camping
park with 7,449 feet of oceanfront land.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 there were zero fish processors operating in
the community. Landings data for Grayland were
recorded as part of the Other Washington Coastal Port
(OWCP) Group that includes the communities of
Grayland Beach, Long Beach, Quillayute, Taholah,
Queets, Moclips, Hoh, and Kalaloch. Of the 68 unique
vessels that delivered nonconfidential landings to the
OWCP Group in 2000, 44 were commercial vessels, 11
were tribal commercial vessels, and 12 were for personal
use. Reported landings for this port group in 2000 were
in the following West Coast fisheries (data shown
represent landings in metric tons/value of said landings/
number of vessels landing): crab confidential/
confidential/2; groundfish confidential/confidential/2;
salmon 349 t/$513,894/43; and other species 63 t/
$271,917/28.

Grayland residents owned 26 vessels in 2000 that
participated in West Coast fisheries, including 10 vessels
that participated in the federally managed groundfish
fishery. The number of vessels owned by Grayland
residents that participated in each said fishery by state
(WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/0, crab 16/1/1,
groundfish 4/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/O/NA,
salmon 12/2/0, shellfish NA/1/NA, shrimp NA/1/0, and
other species 5/0/0.°

The number of Grayland residents holding permits
in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal

pelagic 3/0/0, crab 11/1/1, highly migratory species NA/
0/0, salmon 7/2/0, shellfish 9/0/NA, and shrimp 2/1/1.°

Grayland residents held 43 state permits in 2000.
The number of permits held by these community
members in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
coastal pelagic 18/0/0, crab 0/1/1, highly migratory
species NA/0/0, salmon 9/2/0, shellfish 9/0/NA, and
shrimp 2/0/1.7

Several tribes along the West Coast participate in
commercial fishing; however scant data exists on tribal
commercial fishing in the Grayland area. Pacific Coast
treaty Indian tribes include the Hoh, Makah, and Quileute
Indian, and the Quinault Indian Nation. The closest
treaty Indian nation to Grayland is the Quinault and its
tribal center is approximately 70 miles north in Taholah.
According to the Boldt Decision,? the Quinault’s usual
and accustomed fishing area includes the following rivers
and streams: Clearwater, Queets, Quinault, Raft,
Moclips, and Copalis rivers and Salmon and Joe creeks.
Ocean fisheries are utilized in the waters adjacent to their
territory, between Destruction Island and Point Chehalis,
6 miles north of Grayland.® The closest nontreaty Indian
tribe is the Shoalwater Bay, located 11 miles south in
Tokeland, on the north end of Willapa Bay in Pacific
County. To help pay for tribal natural resource
management programs, tribes collect taxes from tribal
members who sell fish and shellfish. The nearby tribes
of Shoalwater Bay and the Quinault Indian Nation most
likely compete for similar fishery resources as nontribal
fishermen fishing out of Grayland.

Sportfishing

Sport fishermen in Grayland are involved in the
West Coast and Alaskan fisheries. In 2000 there were
two salmonid charter licenses held by Grayland residents.
In 2003 and 2004 two salmonid charter-fishing operators
serviced sport fishermen and tourists out of Grayland.
There are two licensed agents selling fishing permits in
the community. In 2003 there were 2,083 sportfishing
license transactions in Grayland valued at $22,682.

In Catch Record Card Area 2 (Westport-Ocean
Shores) the 2000-2001 sport catch, based on creel survey
estimates, was 34,636 fish, including 6,254 Chinook
salmon and 28,382 coho salmon. Marine anglers made
19,895 trips in the sport salmon fishery. Sport fishermen
caught eight steelhead in Area 2. The coastal bottomfish
catch for Area 2 was 152,675 and the Pacific halibut
catch for Area 1-2 (Ilwaco-Grayland-Ocean Shores) was
2,341. In addition to halibut and salmon, sport fishermen
in the Grayland area harvest rock and Dungeness crab,
razor clams, sea bass, greenling, perch, lingcod, and a
variety of freshwater species.
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Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Today members of the
Quinault Nation, the Shoalwater Bay Tribe, and other
nontribal subsistence fishermen obtain fishery resources
from the waters surrounding Grayland. While tribal and
nontribal individuals participate in subsistence fishing,
tribal catches are reserved for tribal use only.
Subsistence fishing is not discussed in great detail in this
community profile due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Grayland residents owned seven vessels that were
involved in North Pacific fisheries in 2000. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
salmon 126 t/$101,900/4 and shellfish confidential/
confidential/1.

Grayland residents held 10 state and federal
registered permits in 2000, including 7 individuals who
held state permits and 2 individuals who held federal
permits. Residents held two groundfish License
Limitation Program permits. Residents held two Bering
Sea Aleutian Island groundfish, five salmon, and one
shellfish Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Residents held zero halibut or sablefish
individual fishing quota shares.

In 2000 21 Grayland residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries.

Sportfishing

Grayland community members purchased 26 Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.

Notes

1. Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis. No date. The
Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis. Online at http://
www.chehalistribe.org/index.html [accessed 31 January 2007].

2. R. McCausland. 1998. Washington’s Grayland. The
Donning Company Publishers, Virginia Beach, VA.

3. Chehalis River Council. 2004. Selective chronology of the
Chehalis Basin. Online at http://www.crcwater.org/issues2/
chronicle.html [accessed 31 January 2007].

4. Grays Harbor Economic Development Council. No date.
Grays Harbor County manufacturing. Online at http://
www.ghedc.com/ghmanuf html [accessed 31 January 2007].

5. NA refers to data that were not available, for example, due to
few or no recorded permit numbers, or the partially permitted nature
of a fishery in 2000.

6. See note 5.

7. See note 5.

8. Center for Columbia River History. No date. Boldt Decision.
Online at http://www.ccrh.org/comm/river/legal/boldt.htm [accessed
31 January 2007].

9. Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2004. Groundfish
bycatch programmatic DEIS. Online at http://www.pcouncil.org/
groundfish/gfbdpeis/apdxd.pdf [accessed 31 January 2007].

127



llwaco

People and Place

Location

Ilwaco is on the Long Beach Peninsula in southwest
Washington. Situated in Pacific County, the community
encompasses 2.06 square miles of land and 0.31 square
miles of water. The nearest major U.S. city is Portland,
Oregon, a 110-mile drive southeast, while Seattle is a
170-mile drive northeast. [lwaco’s geographic
coordinates are lat 46°18'33"N, long 124°02'31"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, [lwaco’s
population was 950, with a population density of 461.5
people per square mile. The gender composition was
52.5% female and 47.5% male. The median age of 43
was higher than the national median of 35.3. Of the
population 18 years and older, 81.1% had a high school
education (including equivalency) or higher, 19.3% had
received at least a bachelor’s degree, and 6.2% had
attained a graduate degree; the national averages were
79.7%., 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast major of [lwaco’s racial structure recorded
by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (92.8%), followed by
people who identified as two or more races (2.9%),
people who identified as another race (1.8%), American
Indian and Native Alaskan (1.4%), black (0.5%), Asian
(0.4%), and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
(0.1%). Ethnicity data indicate that 5.3% identified as
Hispanic. In 2000 7.8% were foreign-born, with 38.2%
from Mexico, 25% from Guatemala, and 9.2% from
Germany.

In 2000 81.5% of [lwaco’s population lived in
family households.

History

The Ilwaco area was first inhabited by Native
Americans, primarily the Chinook. The town was named
after a local Native American, Elowahka Jim. English,
Spanish, and French explorers seeking a “River to the
West” or the “Northwest Passage” connecting the
Atlantic and Pacific oceans were the first nonnatives to
come to the area. Some of the earliest explorers included
Captain James Cook around 1778, John Meares around
1788, Captain George Vancouver in 1792, Captain
Robert Gray in 1792, and Meriwether Lewis and William
Clark around 1805.!
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Reports from the Lewis and Clark expedition on the
area drew interest from European American settlers. The
first white settlers from the East Coast and Midwest,
including foreign settlers primarily from Scandinavia,
were drawn to the area for the lumber, land, ocean,
hunting, and fur resources.? John Jacob Astor traveled
through the area and eventually established the Pacific
Fur Company across the Columbia River from Ilwaco in
Astoria, Oregon, in 1811. Missionaries also were drawn
to surrounding areas in the 1830s.

By 1849 Dr. Elijah White had founded a settlement
in the Ilwaco area called Pacific City and it was
envisioned to be a future port city at the mouth of the
Columbia River. Pacific City had a county seat, post
office, sawmill, and fine hotel, owned by J. D. Holman.?
Around 1852 the military overtook Pacific City after
President Millard Fillmore ordered a military reservation
to be developed. That site is now referred to as Cape
Disappointment State Park. It took years for the military
to build installations in the area, but the dreams for
Pacific City vanished. Holman, however, established a
donation land claim, including beach areas that
eventually developed into a summer resort. The local
school, built in 1853, was attributed to the Holman
family.

During the later parts of the century from about
1884 to 1910, the area was consumed by disputes over
fishing-ground rights, referred to as the gill-net wars.
Gillnetters and trap fishermen fought with a vengeance
over these rights. In 1888 the Ilwaco Railroad and
Navigation Company, led by Lewis A. Loomis, started
the construction of a railroad from Ilwaco to Nahcotta at
the Ilwaco wharf.* The rail served as transportation for
mail and passenger business and freight, specifically
sacks of oysters from Nahcotta. In 1900 Loomis retired
and sold the railroad to the Oregon Railroad and
Navigation Company; the railway functioned until 1930.

In 1889 the Ilwaco Beach Station, also known as the
Klipsan Beach Life Saving Station, was established.>
This station was one of 19 life saving stations on the
West Coast from the Golden Gate Bridge in San
Francisco, California, to Nome, Alaska. The location of
this station was chosen due to the high numbers of
shipwrecks in the area at the mouth of the Columbia
River, which is also known as the “Graveyard of the
Pacific.” In 1915 the U.S. Coast Guard (USGC) created
USCG Klipsan Station #309. While this station was
eventually abandoned, the USCG still maintains a strong
presence in the area.

Ilwaco and the closely surrounding area offer many
tourism activities. Downtown Ilwaco hosts the Illwaco
Heritage Museum, various shopping opportunities
including the Saturday Market at the harbor during the
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late spring and summer months, charter boats for fishing
and sightseeing, restaurants, and accommodations.
Within in a few miles of Ilwaco lies Fort Canby State
Park, recently renamed Cape Disappointment State Park.
The park offers camping, hiking, beaches, fishing, the
Cape Disappointment and North Head Lighthouses, and
the Lewis and Clark Interpretive Center. Festivals
include the Annual Cranberrian Fair, the Wild Mushroom
Festival, the Water Music Festival, Annual Loyalty Day
Celebration, and the Blessing of the Fleet festivities.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 56.5% of
Ilwaco’s potential workforce 16 years of age and older
were employed, 3.7% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 6.2% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
39.7% were not in the labor force, slightly higher than the
national average of 36.1%. The top employment sectors
were local, state and federal governments (27.8%), health
care and social assistance (12.5%), retail trade (11.8%),
educational services (10.8%) and the military (3.8%).
Natural resources jobs, including agriculture, forestry,
fishing, and hunting employed 3.7%, but this percentage
may be artificially low given that many fishermen are
self-employed and are underrepresented in these data.

The per capita income in 1999 was $16,138 and the
median household income was $29,632. In 1999 16.3%
lived below the poverty line, slightly higher than the
national average of 12.4%. In 2000 there were 524
housing units in llwaco, with 66.1% owner occupied and
33.9% renter occupied. The housing unit vacancy rate
was 20.6%, with 49.1% due to seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use.
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Governance

Incorporated in 1890, Ilwaco is a code city under
Washington State law.® It has a mayor-city council form
of government, with a mayor, a five-member city
council, city planner, clerk-treasurer, deputy clerk, city
attorney, a five-member planning commission, and fire
chief.” Pacific County, organized in 1851, has a 7.8%
sales tax and a 9.8% lodging tax. See the Governance
subsection (page 43) in the Overview section for a more
detailed discussion of taxes affecting fisherman and
processors in Washington.

The National Marine Fisheries Service, Point
Adams Research Station, is located in Hammond,
Oregon, approximately 22 miles south. The nearest U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services District Office and
the nearest meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management
and North Pacific Fishery Management councils are in
Portland. The nearest Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) Regional Office is 72 miles north
in Montesano, and the WDFW maintains the Willapa
Bay Field Station at Ocean Park, approximately 13 miles
north.! The USCG Station Cape Disappointment in
Ilwaco is the largest USCG search and rescue station on
the northwest coast. The station is under the USCG
Group/Air Station Astoria® and it operates the USCG
National Motor Lifeboat School.

Facilities

Ilwaco is accessible by land, air, and sea. The
community is on U.S. Highway 101 (north-south). The
Port of [lwaco Airport is open to the public and has an
unattended paved runway. Portland International Airport
is the nearest major airport. The Ilwaco Harbor supports
recreational and commercial fisheries, along with
tourism. As of June 2005 the harbor supported
approximately 54 commercial fishing vessels and 610
pleasure craft, which includes charter vessels.'” The
harbor includes a boatyard with hoist services, a fuel
dock, boat launches, and guest moorage.!!

Ilwaco is in the Ocean Beach School District.
Ilwaco Junior-Senior High School is for grades 7-12.
Hilltop Elementary School in Ilwaco is for grades 4—6.
Ilwaco children in grades below fourth attend school in
neighboring Long Beach (3 miles north). Lower
Columbia College in Longview (67 miles east), Grays
Harbor College in Aberdeen (70 miles northeast), and
Centralia College in Centralia (114 miles northeast) are
the three closest two-year colleges in Washington.
Evergreen State College in Olympia (110 miles
northeast) is the closest four-year college.

Pacific County’s Public Utility District administers
electricity service in Ilwaco. The city owns and operates

water and sewer plants.'?> The City of Long Beach Police
Department and the [lwaco Volunteer Fire Department
administer public safety. Ocean Beach Hospital is in
Ilwaco. Other medical facilities nearby are the Willapa
Harbor Hospital in South Bend (41 miles north) and
Columbia Memorial Hospital in Astoria, Oregon (17
miles south). There are multiple hotels, motels, resorts,
and bed and breakfast facilities in Ilwaco and the nearby
Long Beach community, as well as various state and
private campgrounds and recreational vehicle parks.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

The 338 vessels that delivered landings to Ilwaco in
2000 all were commercially registered. Landings in the
community were in the following West Coast fisheries
(data shown represent landings in metric tons/value of
said landings/number of vessels landing): coastal pelagic
confidential/confidential/2; crab 861.9 t/$3,864,427/104;
groundfish 2,350.7 t/$634,261/35; highly migratory
species 1,907.1 t/$3,595,659/119; salmon 187.4 t/
$468,717/98; shrimp confidential/confidential/2; and
other species 47.5 t/$183,071/81.

Ilwaco residents owned 21 vessels in 2000 that
participated in West Coast fisheries, including 17 that
participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number of vessels owned by Ilwaco residents in
2000 that participated in each said fishery by state (WA/
OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/0, crab 13/9/1,
groundfish 3/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/0/NA,
salmon 11/13/2, shellfish NA/0/NA, shrimp NA/2/0, and
other species 8/0/0.13

Ilwaco residents held two federal groundfish fishery
permits in 2000. The number of residents holding
permits in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was:
coastal pelagic 1/0/0, crab 8/0/1, highly migratory
species NA/0/0, salmon 5/13/4, shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp
1/2/0, and other species 4/0/0.'4

Ilwaco resident held 46 registered state permits and
2 federal permits in 2000. The number of permits held
by these community members in each said fishery by
state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 1/0/0, crab 12/0/
1, highly migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 5/13/6,
shellfish 0/0/NA, shrimp 1/2/0, and other species 5/0/0.13

There is currently only one processor in Ilwaco,
Jessie’s [lwaco Fish Company. Jessie’s has been in
business in [lwaco for more than 40 years. The company
processes various species including but not limited to
shrimp, crab, salmon, whiting, sardines, bottomfish, and
tuna. Jessie’s distributes worldwide, and its efforts are
primarily in wholesale distribution accompanied by a
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small retail effort. In 2005 Jessie’s employed
approximately 150 people.!®

Sportfishing

Sport fishermen in Ilwaco are involved in West
Coast and Alaskan fisheries. In 2000 14 salmonid
charter fishing operators serviced sport fishermen and
tourists. There was one licensed agent selling fishing
permits in llwaco. In 2003 there were 1,580 sportfishing
license transactions valued at $24,978.

In Catch Record Card Area 1 (Ilwaco—ocean) the
2000 sport catch, based on creel survey estimates, was
27,889 fish and in Area 1A (Ilwaco—Buoy 10) it was
16,335 fish. This data include (1/1A) 1,630/2,972
Chinook salmon and 26,259/13,363 coho salmon.
Marine anglers made (1/1A) 16,243/42,061 trips in the
sport salmon fishery for a total of 58,304 in both areas.
In Area 1, Columbia River to Leadbetter Point, fishermen
caught 106 steelhead. In 2000 the coastal bottomfish
catch for Area 1 (Ilwaco-Ilwaco Jetty) was 8,388/631
fish. The Pacific halibut catch for Area 1 and Area 2
(Ilwaco-Westport-Ocean Shores) was 2,341.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Both tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing, obtaining
fishery resources from the waters surrounding Ilwaco.
Subsistence fishing is not discussed in great detail in this
community profile due to the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 Ilwaco residents owned five vessels that
participated in North Pacific fisheries. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing): other
finfish confidential/confidential/1 and salmon 98.5 t/
$178,940/5.

Ilwaco residents held six federal and state
commercial fishing permits, with two individuals who
held a federal permit and four who held a state permit
(note: it is possible for individuals to hold more than one
permit at a time). Residents held one groundfish License
Limitation program permit and five Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission salmon permits. Ilwaco
residents held 11,787 sablefish individual fishing quota
shares.

Ilwaco residents held 12 crew member licenses for
North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Ilwaco residents purchased five sportfishing licenses
for Alaskan fisheries in 2000.
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La Conner

People and Place

. 2000 Population structure
Location OMale  mFemale
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La Conner is on the southern end of the Swinomish
Channel, north of Skagit Bay in the northern region of 1
. . . . 60 to 69
Puget Sound. Situated in Skagit County, it encompasses 1
0.4 square miles of land and 0.1 square miles of surface 201099

70to 79

water. The nearest major U.S. city is Seattle, a 70-mile § wow ’
drive south. La Conner’s geographic coordinates are lat 301039
48°24'33"N, long 122°31'52"W. 201029
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Demographic Profile 0109 |

According to the 2000 U. S. Census, La Conner’s e
population was 761, an increase of 16% since 1990. The
gender composition was 54.8% female and 45.2% male.
The median age of 45.5 was higher than the national
median of 35.3. The age distribution was almost even, 2000 Racial structure
with 51.1% of the population between 21 and 59 years Asian Other Two or more races
old. Of the population 18 years of age and older, 91.2% 0.3% 3.8% 2.6%
had a high school education (including equivalency) or Native
higher, 33.3% had received a bachelor’s degree or higher, 1.7%
and 11.4% had attained a graduate or professional Black
degree. These figures are well above the national 0.8%
averages of 79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of La Conner’s racial structure

recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (90.8%),
followed by people who identified as another race
(3.8%), people who identified as two or more races
(2.6%), American Indian and Alaska Native (1.7%),
black (0.8%), and Asian (0.3%). There were zero Pacific
Islanders living in La Conner in 2000. Ethnicity data White
indicate that 6.2% identified as Hispanic. In 2000 5.9% 90.8%
were foreign-born, with 60.9% from Canada.

In 2000 73.9% of La Conner’s population lived in

) 2000 Hispanic ethnicity
family households.
History

Skagit County was created in 1883 from the
southern portion Whatcom County. The same year La

. Hispanic
Conner lost its status as county seat to Mount Vernon, 62%
which is 15 miles northwest. Skagit County derived its Non-Hispanic
name from of the Indian tribe that lived along the river 93.8%

known by the same name. The Skagit River is the largest
watershed in the north Cascades.

The La Conner area was home to the Swinomish
Indians for many years. The Swinomish are descendants
of the Kikiallus, Samish, and Lower Skagit tribes.! The
Swinomish and three additional tribes—Samish, Sauk-
Suiattle, and Upper Skagit—Iived in the area now known
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as Skagit County and were signatories to the 1855 Point
Elliot Treaty. The treaty gave Western Washington
tribes the right to self-governance and set aside several
reservations, including one for the Swinomish Indian
Tribal Community on Fidalgo Island, across the
Swinomish Channel from the Town of La Conner. The
Swinomish reservation was expanded to 7,448 acres in
1873 and tribal members in the area were forced to move
onto the Lummi, Tulalip, or Swinomish reservations.

Skagit County is now home to two reservations, the
Swinomish and the Upper Skagit, located near Sedro-
Woolley. Swinomish tribal services include medical and
dental health facilities, a senior center, library, youth
services, adult education programs, and the Swinomish
AmeriCorps. The tribe also continues to practice its
native religion in the 200-foot long smokehouse (1,200
seats).? According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 2,664 tribal
members lived on the Swinomish Reservation.

In the 1700s the Spanish, British, and Russian
explorers and fur traders were the first non-Indians to
enter the Skagit region. The first white settlers were
primarily homesteaders, who arrived in the area in the
mid-1850s. It was not until after the first dike was built
on the La Conner flats in 1863 that farming took hold.
Settlers in La Conner successfully planted and harvested
a modest barley crop.> Alonzo Low established the first
Swinomish post office in 1867 on the land that would
become La Conner. Low’s family was among the
original party that landed on Alki Point near Seattle,
when Alonzo was 2 years old, and went on to found
Seattle.* Two years later J. S. Conner bought the existing
trading post, established by John Hayes, another early
settler. It was around the trading post that the Town of
La Conner developed. At the time the local post office
was called Swinomish. In 1869 the entire town and an
additional 70 acres was deeded to John Conner for $500.
To honor his wife, Louise Ann (Siegfreid) Conner, he
had the town’s name changed to La Conner in 1870.3

Natural resource-related industries such as
agriculture and fishing have been important segments in
La Conner’s historic and contemporary economies. In its
early years the town became a popular farming
community and hub for steamers carrying passengers and
freight from Seattle. In the 1870s the commercial
salmon and cod fishing industries began in Skagit
County, primarily around the communities of Anacortes
and La Conner. The associated industries of canning and
packing were established shortly thereafter. La Conner
was a successful town with its growing port and
protected harbor, but in 1880 when the log jam that
blocked the Skagit River at Mount Vernon was cleared,
Mount Vernon was in a position to become a major city
in the region.’

2000 Employment structure

Not in labor force

33.1%
Employed
65%
Unemployed
1.9%

La Conner prospered during the depression largely
due to the logging and fishing industries. The dredging
of the 11-mile long Swinomish Channel was completed
in 1937 and turned La Conner into a working waterfront.
Companies such as Dunlap Towing, specializing in a
variety of ocean-towing markets, have been based in La
Conner since 1925. But the town was not merely an
industrial haven. The quiet and peaceful town, amplified
by the decision of the railroad to bypass La Conner in
favor of Burlington in 1889, became a popular
destination for artists seeking inspiration from nature for
their works. Famous artists and writers such as Morris
Graves, Mark Tobey, Guy Anderson, Tom Robbins, and
others have lived in and worked in the La Conner area
during the past century.

Today La Conner blends together three different
cultures: tourism, the arts, and fishing. La Conner is on
the National Registry of Historic Places. The Civic
Garden Club, located within the town, was the first
courthouse north of Seattle. The famous Skagit Valley
tulips are grown on floodplains that surround La Conner.
The Swinomish Tribe maintains a successful partnership
with La Conner and the town has declared the fourth
Monday of September Native American Day. The day is
recognized by tribes all across the country; however La
Conner is unique in that it may be the only local,
nontribal government that formally recognizes it as a
holiday.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of 2000 U.S. Census, 65% of La
Conner’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 1.9% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 2.8% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). In addition,
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33.1% were not in the labor force, slightly lower than the
national average of 36.1%. The top employment sectors
were management, professional, and related occupations
(38%), local, state, and federal governments (24.5%), and
sales and office occupations (22.6%).

Today the town’s economy has diversified to
include tourism, health care, education, construction, and
the arts. La Conner’s current economy relies less on
fishing and logging then it did throughout the early
1900s. However fishing remains an important part of the
area’s culture, particularly for the Swinomish
community, which continues to fish for salmon, crab,
clams, and sea urchins in the surrounding bays and
waterways. Natural resource jobs, including agriculture,
forestry, fishing, and hunting, employed only 3.1% of the
population in 2000, but this percentage may be
artificially low given that many fishermen are self-
employed and are underrepresented in these data. Some
local companies have felt pressure due to decreasing
Puget Sound salmon fisheries. Moore-Clark, a hatchery
fish-food processing plant and longtime industrial
employer, closed in 1992.

In 2000 91 Skagit County residents identified
themselves as commercial fishermen.® Despite
employing the lowest number of workers, industries
dependent upon natural resources, particularly
commercial fishing, have paid some of the area’s highest
salaries. Commercial fishermen in the county earned
$57,810 in annual average wages in 2000.° Finfish was
the major fishery, employing 53 workers making $83,016
annual average pay.'”

The per capita income in 1999 was $24,308 and the
median household income was $42,344. In 1999 11.8%
lived below the poverty level, slightly lower than the
national average of 12.4%. In 2000 there were 434
housing units in La Conner, with 55.1% owner occupied
and 44.9% renter occupied. The housing vacancy rate
was 14.3%, with 22.6% vacant due to seasonal,
recreational, or occasional use.

Governance

La Conner is classified as a town by Washington
law because it has less than 1,500 residents. It has a
mayor-council form of government. The mayor hires and
oversees the town administrator and the town’s six
departments. Five La Conner residents serve on the town
council. Skagit County levies an 8.0% sales tax and a 2%
lodging tax. See the Governance subsection (page 43) in
the Overview section for a more detailed discussion of
taxes affecting fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services office are in Seattle. Meetings of

the Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific
Fishery Management councils are routinely held in the
Seattle-Tacoma area. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 50
miles south in Mill Creek. La Conner is in the U.S. Coast
Guard Station Bellingham’s area of responsibility, which
includes the San Juan Islands north to the Canada border
and south to Admiralty Inlet. The station was established
in 1947 and has six vessels.

Facilities

La Conner is accessible by ground, water, and air.
Interstate 5 (north-south) is 15 miles southwest. U.S.
Highway 20, located 4 miles north of La Conner, runs
east-west through Skagit County, connecting most of the
county’s major cities. Mount Vernon, 12 miles northeast,
is the nearest Greyhound bus terminal. Skagit Transit
provides public transportation between La Conner and
Mount Vernon, Burlington, Sedro-Woolley, Anacortes,
and upriver through Concrete. The Washington State
Ferries runs from Anacortes, 11 miles northwest, to the
San Juan Islands and Vancouver Island, British
Columbia. Amtrak’s Cascade Corridor Service, which
stops in Mount Vernon, provides national and
international rail transport. Three public-use airports are
within 15 miles of La Conner, but the nearest airport
certified for commercial carriers is 40 miles north in
Bellingham. The nearest major airport facilities are the
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport and Vancouver
International Airport in British Columbia, 87 miles north.

The La Conner School District has three public
schools (one elementary, one middle school, and one
high school). Skagit Valley College in Mount Vernon is
the closest college, with an enrollment of more than
3,400 students. Puget Sound Energy administers
electricity services. La Conner’s water comes from the
Skagit River near Avon and is purchased from the City of
Anacortes. Cascade Natural Gas offers natural gas
service. Water and Wastewater Services LLC operates
La Conner’s wastewater facilities, which serve the
Swinomish Tribal Community, the Port of Skagit
County, and the Skagit County Sewer District No. 1
(Hope Island Area). The Skagit County Sheriff’s Office
and the La Conner Fire Department administer public
safety. The La Conner Medical Center is located in town
and Island Hospital is 10 miles north in Anacortes.

The Town of La Conner has several community
services and organizations including the Quilt Museum
in Gaches Mansion, the La Conner Civic Garden Club,
the Museum of Northwest Art, and Sylvan Pioneer Park.
The tourism industry in La Conner is well developed
with more than 110 lodging rooms in the town’s 3 hotels,
2 inns, 2 bed and breakfasts, and 4 guest homes.
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In the late 1960s the Port of Skagit County, 13 miles
northwest in Burlington, purchased land in La Conner
and began construction on the La Conner Marina.
Completed in the 1970s, the 500-boat marina offers dry
storage space and a boat launcher. There are no fish
processors located at the marina. The marina is home
primarily to recreational vessels, with only seven or eight
commercial seiners (50-55-feet) that fish in Alaska
during the summer months.!! There are no tribal vessels
moored in the La Conner Marina. The town provides
boat moorage at three sites: Benton Street, Calhoun
Street, and Washington Street end floats. There is a
public boat ramp at Sherman Street end under the
Rainbow Bridge. The Port of Anacortes is the primary
public cargo port in Skagit County. There are at least 11
boat repair and service companies located in La Conner
and three boat builders. There are at least five charter
boat companies in the La Conner area offering fishing,
whale watching, and ecotourism excursions.

The Skagit County Marine Resource Committee
(MRC), a Northwest Straits Marine Conservation
Initiative, alternates monthly meetings between
Anacortes and Mount Vernon. The purpose of the MRC
is to bring a scientific and grassroots approach to
protecting and restoring marine resources in the area.
Serving on the MRC are representatives from the
scientific community, local and tribal governments, and
economic, recreational, and conservation interests.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Of the 224 unique vessels that delivered landings to
La Conner in 2000, 137 were tribal commercial vessels,
39 were commercial vessels, and 48 were personal use.
Landings in the community were in the following West
Coast fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric
tons/value of said landings/number of vessels landing):
crab 190 t/$971,526/94; groundfish confidential/
confidential/1; salmon 182 t/$253,799/101; shellfish 15 t/
$138,042/10; shrimp confidential/confidential/2; and
other species 52 t/$95,583/9.

La Conner residents owned five vessels in 2000 that
participated in West Coast fisheries, including three that
participated in the federally managed groundfish fishery.
The number of vessels owned by La Conner residents in
2000 that participated in each said fishery by state (WA/
OR/CA) was: groundfish 0/0/NA, highly migratory
species NA/O/NA, salmon 2/0/0, shellfish NA/O/NA,
shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 2/0/0.12

The number of La Conner residents holding permits
in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal

pelagic 0/0/2, crab 1/0/0, groundfish 1/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 5/0/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 1/0/0.13

La Conner residents held 14 state permits in 2000.
The number of permits held by community members in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal
pelagic 0/0/4, crab 1/0/0, groundfish 3/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 5/0/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 1/0/0.4

Several seafood processors are located in the La
Conner area. Lone Tree Point Seafoods Inc., located on
the Swinomish Reservation, began operations as a
wholesale processor in 1996. The company is currently
the leading cannery packer for 4-pound canned wild
salmon and exports to Australia and Europe. It purchases
treaty (Upper Skagit, Swinomish, Suquamish) and
nontreaty fish, and imports salmon from Alaska. The
company employs 45 permanent and 60 seasonal
personnel and generates $3 million annually in sales.!
Fieldwork indicates that the Wabi Fishing Company,
specializing in smoked sockeye salmon, king salmon,
coho salmon, and Alaskan black cod packed in glass jars,
is in the process of relocating to nearby Bellingham. The
Olympic Fish Company relocated to Pier 91 in Seattle.

The tribal commercial fishery plays a significant
role in the La Conner commercial fishing industry. In
2004 there were 64 tribal commercial vessels listed with
members fishing primarily for salmon, crab, and
shrimp.'¢ Tribal members also were engaged in beach
seining for species such as pink salmon and some tribal
members smoke and sell salmon to the community.

According to the Boldt Decision,'” the usual and
accustomed fishing areas of the Swinomish tribal
community include the Skagit River and its tributaries,
the Samish River and its tributaries, and the marine areas
of northern Puget Sound from the Fraser River in British
Columbia south to and including Whidbey, Camano,
Fidalgo, Guemes, Samish, Cypress, and the San Juan
islands, and including La Conner Bay and Hale Passage
adjacent to Lummi Island.

Swinomish tribal officials also are involved in local
environmental issues, such as the presence of Seattle City
Light’s hydroelectric dam on the upper Skagit River;
Swinomish tribal fisheries depend upon salmon runs that
utilize spawning grounds in the Upper Skagit River.'8
The tribe has no aquaculture or hatchery facilities.

Sportfishing

There is at least one licensed agent selling fishing
permits in La Conner. In La Conner in 2003 there were
1,234 sportfishing license transactions valued at $14,868.
In Catch Record Card Area 8-1 (Deception Pass, Hope
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Island, and Skagit Bay), the 2000 sport catch, based on
catch record cards, was 2,105 fish, including 969
Chinook salmon and 1,136 coho salmon. In 2000 marine
anglers made 7,772 trips in the sport salmon fishery.
Boat-based anglers caught 1,449 bottomfish in the Puget
Sound within Catch Record Card areas 8-1 and 8-2 (Ports
Susan and Gardner). The recreational harvest of clams
(pounds) and oysters (numbers) for Area 8-1 in 2000 was
estimated to be 113,325 and 0 respectively; harvest
occurred over an estimated 18,847 user trips.

Subsistence

Subsistence hunting, fishing, and gathering
activities are fundamental to the way of life of some
coastal community members. Tribal and nontribal
individuals participate in subsistence fishing. Today
members of the Swinomish Tribe and other nontribal
subsistence fishermen obtain fishery resources from the
waters surrounding La Conner. Subsistence fishing is not
discussed in great detail in this community profile due to
the lack of available data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 La Conner residents owned 15 vessels that
were involved in North Pacific fisheries. Community
members landed fish in the following North Pacific
fisheries (data shown represent landings in metric tons/
value of said landings/number of vessels landing): other
finfish confidential/confidential/1; herring confidential/
confidential/l; and salmon 781 t/$578,750/11.

La Conner residents held 11 state commercial
permits (note: it is possible for individuals to hold more
than one permit at a time). Residents held 1 herring and
10 salmon Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits.

La Conner residents held 26 crew member licenses
for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

La Conner residents purchased 64 Alaska
sportfishing licenses in 2000.
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Lakewood

People and Place

Location

Lakewood is south of Tacoma on the eastern side of
the central Puget Sound region. Situated in Pierce
County, the city encompasses 17.1 square miles of land
and 1.9 square miles of water. The nearest major U.S.
city is Seattle, a 42-mile drive north. Lakewood’s
geographic coordinates are lat 47°10'19"N, long
122°31'02"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Lakewood’s
population was 58,211, down from 58,412 in 1990. The
gender composition was 51.1% female and 48.9% male.
The median age of 35.0 was slightly less than the
national median of 35.3. Of the population age 18 years
and older, 83.6% had a high school education (including
equivalency) or higher, 19.1% had received a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 7.2% had attained a graduate or
professional degree; the national averages were 79.7%,
22.3%, and 7.8% respectively.

The vast majority of Lakewood’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was white (64.8%),
followed by black (12.3%), Asian (8.9%), people who
identified with two or more races (7%), people who
identified with another race (3.6%), Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander (1.8%), and American Indian and
Alaska Native (1.5%). Ethnicity data indicate that 8.5%
identified as Hispanic. In 2000 12.7% were foreign-born,
with 25.9% from Korea, 13.6% from Mexico, and 12.3%
from Germany. The highest percentage of those
reporting ancestry were German (13.5%), followed by
the Irish (6.9%) and English (6.7%).

History

The area today known as Lakewood was once
referred to as the Prairie. It was “an expanse of land
about 20 miles square, dotted with small lakes and
occasional stands of oak and Douglas fir trees.” The
Steilacoom and Nisqually Native American groups
conducted powwows in the Prairie.! The tribal histories
of the two groups are distinct, due in part to their status
and relationship with the federal government. Decisions
made by European American settlers, particularly where
to operate posts and settle, also influenced their histories.
The Nisqually, a federally recognized tribe, were granted
a reservation. The Steilacoom are still not recognized by
the federal government and therefore have no reservation

137

S 40t0 49
< 0

2000 Population structure
O Male m Female

80 and over
70to 79
60 to 69

50 to 59

30 to 39
20t0 29

10to 19

Oto9

6,000

Hispanic
8.5%

T
2,000 0 2,000
Number of individuals

T
4,000 4,000 6,000

2000 Racial structure

Two or more races
7%

2000 Hispanic ethnicity

Non-Hispanic

91.5%



land.? The Nisqually Tribe’s reservation is located
primarily east of the Nisqually River.?

Historically both tribal groups were involved
heavily in fishing and were granted the right to continue
to “hunt and fish in their traditional tribal areas, no matter
if those areas were off reservation lands” by the Medicine
Creek Treaty of 1854.* The Medicine Creek Treaty
rights were not honored in full for many years. However
the Nisqually Tribe was instrumental, along with several
other tribal groups, in reinstating those rights with the
rendering of the Boldt Decision in 1974, which allocated
50% of the annual salmon catch to treaty tribes.

In 1833 the Prairie was selected by the British
Hudson’s Bay Company as a location for a new fur
trading post. Fort Steilacoom, constructed after an Indian
attack on Fort Nisqually and used to suppress Indian
uprisings, was originally a farm. From 1850 to 1855 the
first mills were constructed in the area. As Washington
became a territory in 1853 more European American
settlers began to arrive and in 1854 Steilacoom became
the first incorporated town in the territory. In 1873
nearby Tacoma was selected as the site of the western
terminus of the Northwest Pacific Railway, further
boosting the area’s economy. Other local area
advancements include the construction of the Tacoma
Speedway in the early 1900s, Camp Lewis in World War
I, and McChord Air Force Base in 1938.3

During the 1930s and 1940s the community of
Lakewood started to gain its own identity and in 1937 the
first piece of the Lakewood Colonial Shopping Center
was built, one of the first suburban shopping centers in
the nation. In 1942 a fire district was configured with a
water district instituted a year later. In 1961 Lakewood
General Hospital (now St. Claire) opened its doors.
Several local amenities followed including a library and
two colleges. Lakewood was incorporated in 1996 and is
the eighth largest city in Washington State.

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 54.8% of
Lakewood’s potential labor force 16 years of age and
older were employed, 4.5% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 7.6% (calculated by dividing the
unemployed population by the labor force). About
40.7% of the population age 16 years and older were not
in the labor force, compared to the national average of
36.1%. The top employment sectors were educational,
health, and social services (22.8%), local, state, and
federal governments (22.6%)), arts, entertainment,
recreation, accommodation, and food services (9.2%),
manufacturing (9.1%), professional, scientific,
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management, administrative, and waste management
services (8.2%), public administration (7.9%), and the
armed forces (7.4%). Natural resources jobs in 2000,
agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting, employed
0.5%, but this percentage may be artificially low given
that many fishermen are self-employed and are
underrepresented in these data.

The per capita income in 1999 was $20,569 and the
median household income was $36,422. In 1999 15.8%
lived below the poverty level. In 2000 there were 25,396
housing units in Lakewood, with 47.7% owner occupied
and 52.3% renter occupied. The housing unit vacancy
rate was 6.3%.

Governance

Incorporated in 1996, the City of Lakewood has a
council-manager form of government, comprised of
seven elected, nonpartisan part-time council members.
The council elects one member to serve as the mayor and
another to serve as a full-time professional city manager
“to oversee the administrative functions of the city and to
implement Council policy.”” Lakewood levies an 8.8%
sales and use tax, a property tax of $1.49 per $1,000
assessed value, and a 5% lodging tax. See the
Governance subsection (page 43) in the Overview
section for a more detailed discussion of taxes affecting
fisherman and processors in Washington.

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services office are in Seattle. Meetings of
the North Pacific Fishery Management and Pacific
Fishery Management councils are routinely held in the
Seattle-Tacoma area. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife Regional Office is 60
miles southwest in Montesano. The 13th U.S. Coast
Guard (USCGQG) District Office is in Seattle. There is a
USCG Port Security Unit in Tacoma.
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Facilities

Lakewood is accessible by ground and air. The city
is on Interstate 5 (north-south) and Washington Highway
512 (east-west). Nearby Tacoma offers national and
international railroad service. The Tacoma Narrows
Airport, accessible by the Tacoma Narrows Bridge across
the Puget Sound, is the nearest public airport. The
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport is the nearest major
facility.

The Lakewood School District No. 306 has 25
public schools, including 13 elementary schools, 6
middle schools, and 6 high schools. In addition there are
two private schools in the community. Lakewood is
home to two colleges, Clover Park Technical College and
Pierce College at Fort Steilacoom. Tacoma Power, a
division of Tacoma Public Utilities, administers
electricity, and the Lakewood Water District provides
water services. Pierce County Sewer Utility provides
sewer services. The Lakewood Police and Fire
departments administer public safety. St. Claire Hospital
in Lakewood offers full medical services. There are at
least four hotels available for lodging in Lakewood and
additional lodging is available in nearby communities.
There are no marine facilities located in Lakewood.
Information on port facilities in the area can be found in
the Tacoma and Gig Harbor community profiles.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

There were no landings delivered to Lakewood in
2000. Additionally there were no known processors
operating in the community. Lakewood residents owned
two vessels in 2000 and both vessels participated in the
federally managed groundfish fishery. The number of
vessels owned by Lakewood residents that participated in
each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: groundfish
0/0/NA, highly migratory species NA/O/NA, shellfish
NA/O/NA, and shrimp NA/0/0.3

The number of Lakewood residents holding permits
in each said fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) in 2000 was:
coastal pelagic 1/0/0, groundfish 1/0/0, highly migratory
species NA/0/0, salmon 4/0/0, and shellfish 0/0/NA.°

Lakewood residents held nine state permits in 2000.
The number of permits held by residents in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: coastal pelagic 2/0/0,
groundfish 3/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/0,
salmon 4/0/0, and shellfish 0/0/NA.°

Sportfishing

There are two vendors in Lakewood licensed to sell
fishing permits. In 2003 there were 3,936 sportfishing

license transactions valued at $7,095. In Catch Record
Card Area 13 (south Puget Sound, all waters south of
Tacoma Narrows Bridge) the 2000 sport catch, based on
catch record cards, was 5,131 fish, including 1,649
Chinook salmon, 2,226 coho salmon, and 1,256 chum
salmon. Marine anglers made 26,089 trips in the sport
salmon fishery. Boat-based anglers caught 8,025
bottomfish in Area 13. The recreational harvest of clams
(Ibs) and oysters (#) for Area 13 in 2000 was estimated to
be 30,147 and 65,007 respectively; harvest occurred over
an estimated 7,065 user trips.

Subsistence

Subsistence harvest for marine species may exist in
the Lakewood area. However, the extent of subsistence
harvesting is difficult to quantify due to a scarcity of
data.

Involvement in North Pacific Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

Lakewood residents owned four vessels in 2000 that
were involved in North Pacific fisheries. Residents
landed fish in the following North Pacific fisheries (data
shown represent landings in metric tons/value of said
landings/number of vessels landing): herring
confidential/confidential/3 and salmon confidential/
confidential/3.

Lakewood residents held eight permits in 2000,
including two individuals who held federal commercial
permits and five who held state permits (note: it is
possible for individuals to hold more than one permit at a
time). Community members held one scallop License
Limitation Program permit and two herring and five
salmon Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permits. Residents also held 6,990 sablefish individual
fishing quota shares.

Fifteen Lakewood residents held crew member
licenses for North Pacific fisheries in 2000.

Sportfishing

Lakewood residents purchased 149 Alaskan
sportfishing licenses in 2000.
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La Push

People and Place

Location

La Push, the site of the Quileute Tribe’s reservation,
is on the Olympic Peninsula. Situated in Clallam
County, the community encompasses nearly one square
mile of land (594 acres). The nearest major U.S. city is
Seattle, a 150-mile drive southeast. La Push’s
geographic coordinates are lat 47°54'32"N, long
124°38'07"W.

Demographic Profile

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, La Push’s
population was 371. The gender composition was 57.1%
male and 42.9% female. The median age of 27.5 was
significantly lower than the national median age of 35.3.
Of the population age 18 years and older, 52.9% had a
high school education (including equivalency) or higher,
4.2% had received a bachelor’s degree or higher, and
1.7% had attained a graduate or professional degree.
These figures are well below the national averages of
79.7%, 22.3%, and 7.8%, respectively.

The vast majority of La Push’s racial structure
recorded by the 2000 U.S. Census was American Indian
and Alaska Native (83%), followed by white (9.3%),
people who identified as two or more races (5.2%),
people who identified as another race (1.6%), and black
(0.8%). Ethnicity data indicate that 5.2% identified as
Hispanic. In 2000 3.8% were foreign-born, with 42.9%
from Mexico, 35.8% from Canada, and 21.4% from
Australia.

History

The area of La Push has always been the center of
activities for the traditional land of the Quileute Tribe,
which extends throughout some 850 square miles of
drainage basins in the treaty ceded area. The marine
usual and accustomed area (U&A) extends from Ozette
to the Quinault River and west at least 40 miles.!
According to their creation story, the Quileute “were
changed from wolves by a wandering Transformer” and
their “only kindred, the Chimakum Tribe, were washed
away by flood and deposited near present-day Port
Townsend,” eventually to be wiped out by the Suquamish
Tribe in the 1860s. Historically the Quileute fished as
well as hunted seals and whales, whaling in red cedar
canoes as far as southeast Alaska and California.> On
land they also hunted for a variety of large and small
game. The Quileute were considered by many as
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“second only to the Makah as whalers, and first among
all the tribes as sealers.”

European traders first made contact with the
Quileute as early as the 1700s. The Quileute’s first
official contact with Americans occurred during the
signing of the Treaty of Quinault River in 1855
(including the Quinault and Hoh tribes) with the
members of the Washington Territory Governor Isaac
Stevens’ staff representing the United States. In 1856 a
delegation of Quileute and a number of new signatories
as well as original ones signed the Treaty of Olympia,
which reauthorized the original treaty and included some
omitted parties. In both treaties signatories ceded most
of their land to the United States (except for
reservations).* Although the treaties would have moved
the Quileute onto a reservation, they were not forced to
leave because of the remoteness of their traditional land
and lack of pressure to settle that area.> Schoolteacher A.
W. Smith arrived in the village in 1882, assembled a
school, and renamed Quileutes with names derived from
the Bible, American history, and by anglicizing Quileute
names.5

In 1889 a one square mile reservation was arranged
at La Push by an Executive Order of President Grover
Cleveland. At that time there were 252 persons
inhabiting the reservation. In the same year all of the
houses in the village were completely burned by a settler
who was attempting to lay claim to the land. In 1893 a
separate reservation was allotted for the 71 members of
the Hoh River band of Quileutes. Through the treaties
the Quileutes maintained the right to gather, hunt, and
fish in their “usual and accustomed places” and to hunt
and gather in “open and unclaimed lands” within the
lands ceded under the treaty.

The name “La Push” originates from the use of the
Chinook word for “river mouth” by traders, a distortion
of the French “la bouche.” The 1936 Constitution and
By-Laws of the Quileute Tribe and the 1937 Corporate
Charter, issued by the Secretary of Interior, asserted the
tribe’s sovereignty. During World War II the area was
part of the 13th Naval District’s Coastal Lookout System
with sites on James Island and in La Push. In 1997
evidence of earlier habitation of the village was found
from an archeological exploration.”

Presently La Push contains the Quileute
Headquarters, a K-12 school, a seafood firm, oceanfront
resorts, a fish hatchery, a marina, a general store, a
recreational vehicle park, a post office, and additional
amenities.® The Quileute Reservation covers 594 acres
and is situated on the south bank of the Quillayute River
and the Pacific Ocean.” '° The reservation also includes
James Island and small islands between it and the
mainland that are connected at lowest tides, and the entire
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width of the river bottom insofar as it is adjacent to the
reservation.!!

Infrastructure

Current Economy

At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census, 42.6% of La
Push’s potential labor force 16 years of age and older
were employed, 16.1% were unemployed, and the
unemployment rate was 27.4% (calculated by dividing
the unemployed population by the labor force). In
addition, 41.4% were not in the labor force, compared to
the national average of 36.1%. The largest employment
sectors in La Push were the local, state, or federal
governments (54.7%), educational, health, and social
services (23.6%), public administration (17.9%), arts,
entertainment, and recreation (9.4%), and food services
and accommodations and manufacturing (7.5%). Natural
resource jobs including agriculture, forestry, fishing, and
hunting employed 12.3%, but this percentage may be
artificially low given that many fishermen are self-
employed and are underrepresented in these data.

The per capita income in 1999 was $9,589 and the
median household income was $21,750. In 1999 34.5%
lived below the poverty level, almost three times higher
than the national average of 12.4%. In 2000 there were
128 housing units in La Push, with 87.1% owner
occupied and 12.9% renter occupied. The housing unit
vacancy rate was 9.4%. In La Push only the housing
structures are owned by tribal members; the land is held
in trust.'?

Governance

La Push, home of the Quileute Tribe’s reservation,
is governed by the Quileute Tribal Council. The council
“exercises the powers to ... veto any sales, disposition,
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lease, or other encumbrance of tribal lands; advise on and
approve appropriations; levy and collect taxes and
license fees from nonmembers doing business on the
reservation; enforce ordinances dealing with visitors,
trespassers, and tribal memberships; and operate a tribal
court and to maintain law and order.”!3

The nearest National Marine Fisheries Service
Regional Office and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services office are in Seattle. The nearest Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Regional
Office is in Montesano, 134 miles southeast. Meetings of
the Pacific Fishery Management and North Pacific
Fishery Management councils are routinely in the
Seattle-Tacoma area. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCQG)
Station Quillayute River is in La Push.

Facilities

La Push is accessible by ground and sea. La Push is
located off U.S. Highway 101 via Washington Highway
110. The La Push Harbor is the home of the La Push
fleet, nontribal commercial and recreational vessels, and
the USCG. The harbor provides vessel moorage, a fuel
dock, and a waste water pump. The William R. Fairchild
International Airport in Port Angeles, 69 miles east, is the
nearest public airport.!* The Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport is the nearest major U.S. facility.

The Quileute Tribal School in La Push covers
grades K-12. The tribe operates water, waste water, and
sanitation services.!> The La Push Police Department
and volunteer fire department administer public safety.
The Quileute Tribal Clinic provides primary medical and
dental care, behavioral health services, and family and
addiction counseling and support.'® There are several
oceanfront resorts situated in La Push.

The Quileute Tribe utilizes the WDFW’s Sol Duc
Hatchery in Beaver, the Bogachiel Hatchery in Forks,
and the Quileutes’ Lonesome Creek Hatchery in La Push
to reach population recovery goals for local salmon
runs.'” ¥ The tribe, working under a cooperative
agreement with the WDFW’s hatcheries, strives to
enhance wild summer run Chinook salmon and winter
steelhead populations.

Involvement in West Coast Fisheries

Commercial Fishing

In 2000 44 vessels, including 32 commercial and 12
tribal, delivered landings in La Push. Landings were in
the following West Coast fisheries (data shown represent
landings in metric tons/value of said landings/number of
vessels landing): crab 334 t/$1,594,592/31; groundfish
229 t/$751,982/29; highly migratory species 21 t/

$38,644/5; salmon 78 t/$137,025/13; and other species
confidential/confidential/1.

La Push residents owned three vessels in 2000,
including one vessel that participated in the federally
managed groundfish fishery. The number of vessels
owned by La Push residents that participated in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: groundfish 1/0/NA,
highly migratory species NA/O/NA, salmon 1/1/0,
shellfish NA/O/NA, shrimp NA/0/0, and other species 1/
0/0."

Federal fishing permits are held by nontribal
persons, because tribal treaty fishing does not require
permits. Tribal members do, however, purchase state
crab and salmon permits.? One nontribal community
member held one federal groundfish fishery permit. The
number of La Push residents holding permits in each said
fishery by state (WA/OR/CA) was: crab 2/0/0, highly
migratory species NA/0/0, salmon 1/1/0, shellfish 0/0/
NA, and other species 1/0/0.%!

La Push residents held at least six state commercial
fishing permits in 2000. The number of permits held by
community members in each said fishery by state (WA/
OR/CA) was: crab 3/0/0, highly migratory species NA/0/
0, salmon 1/1/0, shellfish 0/0/NA, and other species 1/0/
0.2

At least one seafood company, High Tide Seafood,
is located in La Push.

According to the 1974 Boldt Decision,? usual and
accustomed fishing grounds of the Quileute (and Hoh)
before, during, and after treaty times “included the Hoh
River from the mouth to its uppermost reaches, its
tributary creeks, the Quillayute River and its tributary
creeks, Dickey River, Soleduck River, Bogachiel River,
Calawah River, Lake Dickey, Pleasant Lake, Lake
Ozette, and the adjacent tidewater and saltwater areas.”
It is important to note that this decision was left open for
future subproceedings to refine and amend treaty
interpretation on fishing method